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ABSTRACT
The present work deals with people’s perceptions of prosocial 
behavior. It reviews and evaluates literature in the field and reports 
on a study designed primarily to assess the effect of various influences 
on a social creditor's decision to grant aid to a dependent other. Its 
design attempts to circumvent several problems found in previous inves­
tigations .
An experiment within a questionnaire was designed to test the 
effects of five variables on perceived helping responses. Subjects 
acted as observers and read two vignettes in which one person requested 
help from another. Vignettes were systematically varied for l) the vic­
tim's ability to reciprocate, 2) the degree of dependence of the victim 
on the helper, 3)  "the locus of the victim's dependence, h) the degree of 
primariness between the helper and the victim, and 5) the severity of a 
non-helping response. Subjects responded to questions concerning the 
perceived characteristics of the victim, the legitimacy of the victim's 
request, the degree of obligation the helper felt toward helping and the 
amount of help given.
In both vignettes, greater help and less derogation occurred 
when the victim requested help because of factors beyond his control and 
when the degree of primariness was high. No main effects for degree of 
dependence were found. High degree of severity increased helping across 
both situations but decreased derogation in only one. Ability to reci­
procate increased helping and decreased derogation in one situation. It 
had no effect in the other. The legitimacy of the request and the per­
ceived obligation to help combined to explain slightly more than 65 per­
cent of the variance in helping in each situation.
Results are interpreted through the terminology of equity theory. 
It is suggested that helping or the withholding of aid may enable a 
social creditor maintain and reinforce a sense of justice or the belief 
in a just world. Helping may protect the helper's self-interests and 
beliefs.
Possible reasons for the differences in findings across vig­
nettes are presented. In addition, methodological limitations of the 
present investigation and suggestions for future research are discussed.
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SITUATIONAL AND INTERPERSONAL INFLUENCES ON 
THE PERCEPTION OF PRO SOCIAL BEHAVIOR
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION . AMD STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
During the 1960’s social psychologists paid increasing attention 
to behavior which may be considered prosocial. The term itself was 
first introduced into the social psychological literature in 1967 in two 
studies. In one, prosocial meant aiding and donating behavior; in the 
second, the term indicated donating behavior in which the individual 
gave up more than he would get in return. As interest in such research 
grew, the term was used to describe behavior which was the opposite of 
aggressive behavior. It included all types of positive, as opposed to 
antisocial, or negative, behavior. The term currently retains such 
usage (Wispe, 1972:3).
It follows that there are several types of prosocial behavior, 
and the need to distinguish among them has been stressed (see, for 
example, Wispe, 1972; and Gerger, Gergen and Meter, 1972). Among them 
are altruism (regard for others without concern for self-interest) and 
aid (providing- what is needed for a definite end). Three types of pro­
social behavior which have received considerable attention are helping, 
charity and bystander intervention. Borrowing from Wispe, these can be 
characterized as follows:
. . . helping involves time and effort but probably not per­
sonal danger; charity involves material sacrifice, but not 
necessarily much time or effort; intervention requires not 
only time and effort, but more clearly connotes personal in­
volvement and even personal danger, as the person, using every 
means at his disposal, including force, if necessary, tries to 
protect the interests of or prevent harm to another person
(Wispe, 1972:4-5).
2
3The present research deals with the first two types of behavior—  
helping and charity. It is acknowledged that interest in bystander 
intervention receives great attention from the media at times and has 
stimulated both public outrage and scientific curiosity. For example, 
the Kitty Genovese case involved 23 people safely in their homes witness 
a man twice attack and murder a woman. No one directly intervened or 
even called the police. In addition to sparking public charges of man's 
apathy to his fellow man, this tragedy helped initiate and guide the 
pioneering work of Barley and Laiane dealing with bystander intervention 
in emergencies. The methodology to be used in the present investigation, 
however, and the variables to be studied have been gleaned from research 
on helping and, it seems, are more clearly suited to an extension to 
charity.
As the Genovese case suggests, individuals who have the power 
to aid others dependent on them may or may not exercise such power— even 
if the effort necessary to do so appears to be minimal. Why? Under 
what conditions is a dependent other more likely to gain a helping re­
sponse from a powerful other?
Research in prosocial behavior can be seen to revolve around 
six basic, though by no means mutually exclusive, areas. Laboratory 
experiments have tended to concentrate on one of the following factors 
in the explanation of prosocial acts: a) the norm of social -responsi­
bility, b) the norm of reciprocity, or c) the helper's identification 
with the victim. More recently, however, attention seems to have turned 
to research in natural settings. In these studies investigators have 
concentrated on a) the effect of helping models on subsequent helping,
b) the immediate prior mood state of the helper, and c) the role of and
kresponse of bystanders in emergency situations.^
The present work derives, in part, from the literature in the 
first two areas cited— the norm of social responsibility and the norm of 
reciprocity. The former norm prescribes that people should help others 
who are dependent on them for help without consideration of subsequent 
gain; the latter, more utilitarian norm, prescribes helping as a form 
of payment for help received or as a form of insurance that the actor 
will receive future help when needed. Research in social responsibility 
generally casts subjects into the role of social creditor and asks— what 
are the characteristics of the dependent which affect the granting of 
aid? Evidence indicates the victim's degree of dependence and locus of 
dependence are important. Research in the reciprocity realm generally 
casts subjects into the role of social debtor and asks— what are the 
characteristics of the initial need and the social creditor affecting' 
the reciprocation of benefits received? Here,.we find Gouldner's speci- 
fied conditions in his i960 statement of the norm are important (e.g., 
the resources of the donor).
The reader interested in exploring literature in these areas 
should consult the following: a) the norm of social responsibility (Ber­
kowitz, 1969; Berkowitz and Connor, 1966; Berkowitz. and Daniels, 1963 
and 1961+; Grudner and Cook, 1971; Horowitz, 1968; Schopler, 1967; Schop- 
ler and Bateson, 1965; Schopler and Matthews, 1965; Willis and Goe- 
thals, 1973)? 1>) the norm of reciprocity (Berkowitz, 1968; Berkowitz and 
Friedman, 1967; Gorans on and Berkowitz, 1966; Gouldner, I960; C-reenglass, 
1969; Muir and Weinstein, 1962; and Schopler and Thompson, 1968),
c) helper's Identification with the victim (Epstein and Homstein, 1969; 
Lerner and Litchman, 1968; Lerner and Matthews, 1967; Lerner and Simmons, 
1966; and Simmons and Lerner, 1968), d) the effect of models (Bryan and 
Test, 1967; Hornstein, 1968; Macaulay, 1970; and Test and Bryan, 1969)1 
e) the immediate prior mood state of the helper (Blevins and Murphy,
197U; Donnerstein, Donnerstein and Muszer, 1975; Isen, 1970; Isen and 
Levin, 1972; and Levin and Isen, 1975)? f) the role and response of by­
standers in emergency situations (Clark and Word, 1972; Darley and 
Latane, 1968; Latane and Darley, 1968 and 1970; Latane and Rodin, 1969; 
Schwartz and Clausen, 1970; and Smith, Smythe and Lien, 1972).
This "pairing up" of normative influence and social perspective, 
however, has led to a neglect. How does the knowledge that reciprocity 
will be forthcoming affect the social creditor? Will helping be reduced 
when he perceives he will not be "repaid" for helping? The present work 
will look at prosocial behavior from the perspective of the social 
creditor— the potential helper. Among other things, it will test the 
effects of several variables on helping when the dependent can and can­
not reciprocate. Thus, some insight ma,y be gained into whether these 
variables have a similar effect on helping responses when normative in­
fluences are varied.
The present work is, in part, exploratory. It attempts to study 
systematically the effects of two variables found to be influential in a 
situation calling for a prosocial response (degree of dependence of the 
victim and locus of dependence of the victim) end three others which, 
for reasons to be discussed more fully later, may also have an impact. 
These are the anticipation of future reciprocation, the degree of pri­
mariness of the relationship between the helper and the victim, and the 
severity of the victim's plight.
While helping will be the main focus of the research, a second 
aspect to be considered involves the helper's perception of the depen­
dent. Literature has generally dealt with the perception of a victim 
when the potential helper is unable to assist the victim. Being barred 
from rendering aid to a victim, it is generally found that individuals 
derogate the victim. Thus, there is maintained a logical connection 
between the "innocent victim's" suffering and the fate the victim de­
serves. This logical connection enables one to believe in a "just 
world" where everyone gets what he deserves and deserves what he gets.
The present research will consider some situational and interpersonal 
influences on the helper’s perception of the victim when the helper is 
able to give assistance.
The literature review and critique which follows in Chapter II 
will provide the reader with an overview of various research strategies 
used in the area of helping behavior, illustrate the evidence available 
indicating the influence of several variables on helping and finally, 
underscore the need of incorporating these variables into a single model 
to test their relative influence.
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW AM) CRITIQUE
The present chapter will review, and critique where appropriate, 
research dealing with testing the effects of the norm of social respon­
sibility and reciprocity on helping. It concentrates heavily eon con­
trolled laboratory studies but also indicates some evidence from field 
research.
The work of Leonard Berkowitz and his colleagues is central to 
research dealing with the norm of social responsibility. Their inves­
tigations are discussed as is research indicating some conditions re­
stricting the generalizability of the norm. Gouldner's theoretical work 
concerning the norm of reciprocity is central to empirical research 
testing his theoretical ideas. A brief overview of his i960 statement 
concerning reciprocity and evidence supporting his ideas are presented.
A summary statement and hypotheses for the present investigation are 
given in the final section of this chapter.
The Norm of Social Responsibility
In 1963 Berkowitz first postulated the existence of a-norm of 
social responsibility. Briefly, he suggests that an individual may act 
in a prosocial manner toward another if he perceives the other is depen­
dent on him to achieve his goals. The statement of the norm is brief 
and explicit:
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• • . socially responsible actions may be performed— particu­
larly if costs are not too great— without conscious, explicit­
ly felt anticipations of reciprocated rewards. . . . Z"^L7any 
people in our society seek to aid others only because they 
believe that these others are dependent on them for their re­
wards. The perception of the dependency relationship presum­
ably arouses feelings of responsibility to these others and 
the outcome is a heightened instigation to help them achieve 
their goals (Berkowitz and Daniels, 1963:^29-^30)*
The social responsibility norm should evoke helping from a person when
another is dependent on him and the possibility of rewards for helping
are remote or non-existent; in addition, as dependency increases, so
should helping.
Three initial studies by Berkowitz and his colleagues serve to 
demonstrate the existence of the norm and the dependency-helping rela­
tionship. In their 1963 work, cited above, Berkowitz and Daniels con­
ducted an experiment in which subjects were led to believe they were 
participating in a test of "supervisory skills.” (The "supervisory 
skills” experimental design— with some variation according to the inde­
pendent variables manipulated— is basic to much of the work of Berkowitz 
and his co-researchers. Detail as may be necessary will be provided.)
In this experiment subjects were told that their "supervisor" (actually 
fictitious) was highly dependent or not very dependent on their produc­
tivity in a task (making paper boxes according to the supervisor's 
written instructions) for him to win a prize. Half were told their 
supervisor would be informed of their productivity; half were told the 
supervisor would not be informed. In general, those who felt their 
supervisor was highly dependent on them worked harder than did those in 
the low dependency condition. In addition, while those in the low 
dependency condition worked harder if they believed the supervisor would 
be informed of their productivity than if they believed he would not be
9so informed, this factor did not affect the productivity of those in the 
high dependency condition. Thus, workers in the high dependency condi­
tion were responding to the supervisor’s dependency per se; they were 
not helping in anticipation of reciprocation by the supervisor.
Further support for the dependence-helping relationship is found 
in their next experiment (Berkowitz and Daniels, I96I4). Here, research­
ers tested the effects of an individual’s receiving prior help on a task 
upon his willingness to help a dependent other. The design involved 
having subjects first receive voluntary help or no help on a prior, un­
related and tedious task. In the second phase subjects were told they 
were to be workers for a supervisor. As in their previous study, sub­
jects were placed in high and low dependency conditions (i.e., the super­
visor was or was not dependent on the subject’s productivity in a task 
for him to win a prize). Results indicate, again, that subjects who 
felt the supervisor was dependent on them worked significantly harder 
than those who felt the supervisor was not dependent on them. In addi­
tion, subjects having received voluntary prior help had higher produc­
tivity than those who received no help. Berkowitz and Daniels maintain 
the prior help served to increase the subjects' awareness of the social 
responsibility norm:
The present data suggest that prior help may have heightened 
awareness of the responsibility norm in many subjects working 
for a dependent person. The relatively high level of produc­
tivity in this condition then, presumably was the result of 
the increased salience of the socially prescribed obligation 
to aid others needing help (Berkowitz and Daniels, 196)4:322).
Here, again, we see evidence of the dependency-helping relationship. 
However, Test and Bryan have pinpointed a critical methodological confu­
sion in research which seems applicable to this particular experiment.
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In the above experiment subjects received prior help or hindrance from
one person in the first phase of the research. Berkowitz and Daniels
credit subjects’ subsequent helping to the increased salience of the 
norm of social responsibility. An alternate explanation is that sub­
jects were affected by seeing someone previously help or hinder (i.e.,
by a model). Test and Bryan’s statement, though specifically directed
to research dealing with reciprocity, is applicable to the above design:
. . . the potential impact of models has impaired the assess­
ment of the reciprocity (social responsibility) principle; 
reception of help from another is typically confounded with 
the observation of a helping other. Thus, it is unclear
whether the effect of receiving help upon subsequent helping
is due to a reciprocity (social responsibility) mechanism or 
to the observation of a helping model (Test and Bryan, 1969:
306).
This problem arises in several research designs. The present research
will attempt to operationalize both norms more directly.
Berkowitz's next experiment was not affected by the potential 
model effect. Here, the effects of degree of dependence and the experi­
ence of prior success or failure at a task on helping were investigated 
(Berkowitz and Connor, 1966). In this research subjects were told that 
20, 5 0> or 80 percent of their supervisor's grade/evaluation depended 
on their productivity. Within each dependency condition subjects were 
informed that they had either been successful or had failed at a pre­
vious task (for which they could have won $1.00). A control condition 
was also introduced within each dependency condition. Again, as depen­
dency rose, so rose productivity. Those experiencing prior success did 
work more for the dependent supervisor than did the controls. Thus, 
prior success may increase adherence to the social responsibility norm. 
However, the most important finding— from the perspective of the present
11
research— is that Berkowitz again found a positive relationship Between 
degree of dependence and amount of help given.
The above three research experiments by Berkowitz and his col­
leagues relied heavily on the supervisory skills research paradigm. 
Generally, experimental consistency in designs can be useful (e.g., 
facilitates comparison of findings). However, it has been suggested 
that this specific research design may be methodologically unsound. In 
an unpublished study (cited in Midlarsky, 1968:21+6), Bryan found evi­
dence that the procedure may be affected by demand characteristics.
Bryan administered a set of Berkowitz's standard instructions to a group 
of subjects and analyzed their responses to a subsequent questionnaire. 
He found evidence that subjects believed the experimenter was interested 
in their productivity levels as their dependency levels increased.
This criticism does not imply that there is no relationship 
between degree of dependence and helping. It does suggest, however, one 
must be cautious in one’s assertion that there is a relationship on the 
basis of Berkowitz*s research alone. However, such a relationship has 
been found in field studies (e.g., Barley and Latane, 1968; and Latane 
and Barley, 1970). These studies of naturalistic emergencies show evi­
dence that, when the potential helper perceives he/she is the only one 
in a position to render aid to the victim, help is granted more often 
and more quickly than when the helper perceives others are al-so in a 
position to render aid. Thus, evidence of the dependence-helping rela­
tionship is not restricted to controlled laboratory investigations.
The present research will attempt to assess the effect of degree 
of dependence on helping by operationalizing the variable similarily to 
that done in field studies (i.e., helper is only one who can help or one
of several who can), •
The norm of social responsibility, as stated originally in Berko­
witz and Daniels (1963). is quite general and, theoretically, at least, 
the mere perception of a dependency should evoke a helping response on 
the part of one able to be of assistance to another. However, Simmons 
and Lerner (1968) conducted an experiment using the supervisory skills 
experimental design and the results suggest a refinement is necessary 
in the generality of the social responsibility norm.
The Simmons and Lerner research (1968) consisted of two phases.
In the first phase, two-thirds of the subjects acted as supervisors and 
were either helped or not helped by their "worker" in winning a prize; 
one-third acted as controls and worked alone. In the second phase, roles 
were reversed— supervisors (i.e., subjects) now became workers. Subjects 
were told either that their present supervisor was previously helped a 
lot by her worker, was "betrayed" previously, or had worked alone. Re­
sults indicate that a significantly greater amount of work was done for 
supervisors who had been previously betrayed than for those rewarded or 
in the control condition. In addition, subjects who had been betrayed 
in their role of supervisor, as well as those who had been in the con­
trol condition, worked harder for the betrayed supervisor than one pre­
viously rewarded. Subjects who had been previously rewarded in their 
role of supervisor showed no difference in their output when working 
for a previously betrayed or rewarded supervisor. The researchers feel 
their data suggest that Berkowitzfs norm of social responsibility is too 
general:
. . . their previous predictions were based on the assump­
tion that if the norm were made salient and that if the per­
son were not frustrated by prior failure, he would be im­
pelled or willing to act on someone’s behalf. The alternate
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formulation . . . suggests that the norms which compel people 
to provide aid are much more specific in terms of how much 
aid and to whom. The relevant norm as well as private motives 
indicate that aid should be given to those who deserve help 
and withheld from the undeserving. The norms seem to support 
the person's desire to believe in a just world where people 
merit their fate and the providing of withholding of aid is 
one way of reestablishing justice. The implications from 
this interpretation are that altruistic behavior will occur 
to the extent that the desire for justice is elicited and in 
amounts which reflect the perceived discrepancy between a 
dependent person's fate and the fate he deserves (Simmons and 
Lerner, 1968:22l|).
One factor which appears to affect the perception of the degree 
of congruence between a person's fate and the fate he deserves is the 
locus of his dependency. That is, whether the victim's dependency is 
voluntary or forced by circumstances beyond his control.
Several studies have been conducted manipulating the victim's 
locus of dependence. Schopler and Matthews (196^) studied the effects 
of internal dependence (i.e., an individual chooses to become dependent) 
and external dependence (i.e., an individual is forced by circumstance 
to become dependent) on subsequent helping behavior. It was hypothe­
sized that the externally dependent person would receive more aid than 
the internally dependent person. In this study subjects were told they 
were to be "directors" and were given an opportunity to help or not to 
help an associate (actually non-existent) in a puzzle completion task.
The "associate" relayed his need for help and its locus (i.e., depen­
dence due to an error on the experimenter's part or on own part) via pre­
written messages. Individuals who chose to become dependent did receive 
significantly less help than did those who were forced to become depen­
dent.
This potential limiting variable on the norm of social responsi­
bility was studied by Berkowitz several years later. This study may not
ill
be subject to the same criticism concerning the effects of demand char­
acteristics as were Berkowitz1s earlier studies. Here, evaluations, 
rather than productivity, are used as dependent measures of helping. In 
this work (Berkowitz, 19&9) subjects were the supervisors whose workers 
were dependent on them for a prize. Supervisor's evaluations were 
responsible for 20, $0, or 80 percent of the worker's grade. Within 
each dependency condition workers asked their supervisor for help be­
cause of experimenter's error (external locus of dependence) or because 
they had taken it easy (internal locus of dependence). Results indicate 
that those whose dependence was of their own doing received less help 
than those forced to become dependent. This was especially strong in 
the high dependency condition. Possibly because a request for aid was 
considered improper 'under conditions of dependency due to one1s own 
"misdeeds," subjects put forth less effort on behalf of the worker the 
greater his dependency when internally caused. When externally caused, 
as dependency increased so did helping.
The effects of locus of dependence has also been found in field 
investigations. For example, in one study a significantly greater pro­
portion of respondents gave a dime to an individual when asked for a 
dime if the reason given was because a wallet had been stolen rather 
than because the person simply spent all his money (Barley and Latane, 
1970:11).
In sum, the research discussed above suggests that the victim's 
degree of dependence and the locus of his dependence may be important 
influences on the amount of help he is given by a potential helper.
The present investigation incorporates these variables to assess their 
effect on perceived help-giving.
The Norm of Reciprocity
The norm of reciprocity, postulated by Gouldner (i960), is also 
relevant to the study of helping behavior. According to this norm, help­
ing should occur because one’s costs in helping are anticipated to incur 
future rewards or because the costs of helping serve as payment for 
rewards already received. At a minimal level the norm demands that 
", . . l) people should help those who have helped them and 2) people 
should not injure those who have helped them" (Gouldner, 1960:171). 
According to Gouldner this norm is universal (i.e., ", . , no less uni­
versal and important an element of culture than the incest taboo . . . "  
(p. l'7l)) and morally obligates one to reciprocate:
. . . the motivation to reciprocity stems not only from the 
sheer gratification which Alter receives from Ego but also 
from Alter's internalization of a specific norm of recipro­
city which morally obligates him to give benefits to those 
from whom he has received them (Gouldner, 1960:171;).
The norm of reciprocity can be contrasted to the norm of social 
responsibility. The latter prescribes helping as a response to another's 
dependency per se; the former prescribes helping for utilitarian motives 
— to repay a previously owed debt or to gain the advantages of being a 
social creditor (i.e., the debtor now must reciprocate to you). Obliga­
tions are imposed by the norm of social responsibility in response to 
another's need; they are imposed by the norm of reciprocity in response 
to what someone has done for us.
Gouldner has also stated that the norm of reciprocity is condi­
tional; that is,
r t j h e  value of the benefit and hence the debt is in propor­
tion to and varies with— among other things— the intensity of 
the recipient's need at the time the benefit was bestowed ('a 
friend in need . . .'), the resources of the donor ('he gave 
although he could ill afford it'), the motives imputed to the
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donor (’without thought of gain'), and the nature of con­
straints which are perceived to exist or to be absent (’he 
gave of his own free will . . .') (Gouldner, 1960:171).
There is empirical evidence to indicate that the four variables 
hypothesized by Gouldner do affect reciprocation. While the present 
research incorporates only one, research dealing with all four will be 
presented briefly to indicate the strength of the norm.
Muir and Weinstein (1962) and Tesser, Gatewood and Driver (1968) 
studied the effects of two conditions— intensity of recipient's need 
and the resources of the donor.
Muir and Weinstein (1962) analyzed patterns of reciprocation 
among lower-class and middle-class housewives. They employed both in­
tensive interviews concerning actual reciprocation patterns and projec­
tive stories in which subjects were asked, for example, how indebted a 
participant in a story should feel toward someone. These researchers 
found that both groups felt more indebted to another when the individual 
did a favor that was especially needed and when the individual went "out 
of his way" to help.
Tesser, Gatewood and Driver (1968) used a paper and pencil test 
concerning feelings of gratitude. Here, subjects read short passages 
in which one individual (benefactor) ga/ve aid to someone else (recipi­
ent). Subjects then answered questions concerning how they themselves 
would feel if put in the same position as the recipient. Subjects be­
lieved that they would feel more gratitude if the benefit cost the bene­
factor a great deal and if it had a great value to them.
The third condition set by Gouldner— perceived intent of the 
donor— was also found by Tesser et al. (1968). The influence of this 
variable has also received the attention of Schopler and Thompson (1968).
In their first experiment (Schopler and Thompson, 1968), subjects were 
informed they were part of a market survey and were to judge the qual­
ity/desirability of a blouse. They were asked to volunteer to wash the 
blouse a certain number of times during the semester at home, Before 
the request was made, half the subjects were offered a flower by a 
"manufacturer’s representative"; half were not. Results show that sub­
jects were less helpful (offering to do fewer washings) and had more 
negative comments about the representative when the offer was made than 
when it was not made. The researchers indicate that the gift's intent 
was probably considered inappropriate— that is, the perceived intent of 
the donor did affect reciprocation.
The second experiment (Schopler and Thompson, 1968) used the 
same experimental design but varied the situational context in which the 
offer was made. One offer was made in the midst of a formal, structured 
interview and the other was made in a very informal, easy-going context. 
As would be expected, the offer of the gift in the formal context served 
to reduce the subsequent helping behavior. However, those who received 
the offer in the informal context volunteered to be more helpful than 
persons not offered the gift in the same context. Thus, again, the 
intent of the gesture as well as the context in which it is made can 
affect subsequent reciprocity.
The fourth condition hypothesized by Gouldner— the nature of 
constraints perceived to be present or absent— has been studied by 
Goranson and Berkowitz (1966). In this experiment the subjects worked,
- in the first phase, on a dull task and were given voluntary or required 
help, or were refused help in the task's completion by a confederate.
In the second phase, subjects were informed that they were to be workers,
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and their supervisor's dependency on them was high. Half of the sub­
jects were informed their supervisor was the same individual they had 
encountered earlier: half were informed the supervisor would be a dif­
ferent person. Results indicate that when the supervisor was the same 
person the subjects previously encountered, they worked hardest if help 
had been voluntary, less if help had been required and least if help 
had been refused. When the supervisor was a different person, differ­
ences between conditions were not significant. Thus, the nature of con­
straints perceived to be present also affects reciprocation. Here, again, 
however, as discussed in the previous section, a modeling effect may be 
confounding the research.
While the four conditions cited by Gouldner do appear to affect 
the reciprocation of benefits received, the present research will con­
sider only one— intensity of recipient's need. Research has indicated 
that the degree c-f initial need affects the amount of reciprocation.
The present question concerns how it will affect the granting of aid 
(i.e., does the helper grant more aid to a victim who's degree of need 
is high?).
As indicated in Chapter I, one aim of this investigation is to 
assess the relative strengths of the norm of social responsibility and 
the norm of reciprocity on helping. The question raised here is which 
one has a greater effect on help-giving.
One attempt to study the relative contributions of the norm of 
reciprocity and the norm of social responsibility was made by Greenglass 
(1969). The design implies that feelings to reciprocate for help can 
be generalized so that the "payment" may be received by someone other 
than the individual who performed the helping act. In an experimental
design similar to the Berkowitz series, subjects in the first phase were 
helped, hindered, or received no help from someone (designated as Pi) in 
their pursuit of a prize. In the second phase, subjects were in the 
position of being able to help another person (designated as PIl). Be­
tween phases, PI and PII were represented as being similar or dissimilar 
to each other. Greenglass suggested that the "generalized" reciprocity 
norm would operate when, for example, high help is given to PII, and PI 
and PII are similar. The norm of social responsibility would operate 
when, for example, PII received high help regardless of similarity to 
PI. While the results are somewhat complicated, she does find evidence 
to the effect that the norms work in conjunction with each other. One 
example of this is the fact that after being hindered in their pursuit 
of a. prize in the first phase, all subjects did hinder a similar PII in 
the second phase but did so to a. lesser extent than they themselves were 
hindered. Greenglass feels this is a case of the operation of the nega­
tive norm of reciprocity mediated by the norm of social responsibility.
The relevance of this study lies, not so much in its conclusions, 
but in its methodological limitations which the present work tries to 
minimize. Two main weaknesses exist in this study. One has been dis­
cussed previously— the potential impact of models. As suggested, the 
reception of help by the subject involved watching a helping other.
Thus, results may be indicative of a modeling effect.
More central here is Greenglass’ operationalization of the norm 
of reciprocity. She has extended Gouldner*s basic formulations (as have 
others when discussing alternate explanations of their findings— e.g., 
Berkowitz and Daniels, I96I4.). After citing Gouldner's i960 formulation, 
she employed a design based on the assumption that the individual who
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performed a service need not "be the one to whom the dependent recipro­
cates for the reciprocity norm to he operative. Gouldner does not appear 
to have made such an assumption:
. . . Ego's obligation to Alter depends upon what Alter has 
done for Ego. There are certain duties that people owe to 
another, not as human beings, or as fellow members of a group, 
or even as occupants of social statuses within the group but, 
rather, because of their prior actions. We owe others cer­
tain things because of what they have previously done for us, 
because of the history of past interaction we have had with 
them. It is this kind of obligation which is entailed by the 
generalized norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960:170-171).
This same point is alluded to by Krebs (1970) in his literature 
review. Prefacing a discussion of literature dealing with the recipro­
city norm he states:
Reciprocity refers to an obligatory bond between two people.
In some cases, though, a third person is involved. When one 
person helps another person, then leaves the field, the recipi­
ent of the benefit may be more likely to help a third person.
This behavior does not, as some investigators have assumed, 
constitute reciprocity, at least in the sense that Gouldner 
(i960) meant it. . . . The norm of reciprocity prescribes that 
people should help those who help them— it says nothing about 
third parties (Krebs, 1970:296).
The point of the above criticism is simply that seme investiga­
tors have evoked Gouldner's theoretical formulation of i960 while dis­
torting it methodologically. The effect of the reciprocity norm has 
been clouded by research which has extended it.'*’
■^ Tt should be noted that Gouldner (195^ 9) does recognize condi­
tions of "generalized interchange" wherein A supplies B's needs, B sup­
plies C's needs and C supplies A's needs. -This specialized condition 
does not seem applicable to the research designs cited, however, since: 
Ego may in fact continue to comply with Alter's expectations, 
not because Alter reciprocates or rewards such compliances, 
but because Ego's compliances are expected and rewarded by a 
third role player. In short, the system may be maintained 
and guarded against defaults in functional reciprocity, through 
the intervention of 'third' structures which perform what may 
be termed a 'policing' function (Gouldner, 1959'• 2^0).
In the research designs cited, A (confederate) gives help to B (subject). 
The subject is then in a position to help C. It seems inappropriate to
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The present research will operationalize the norm of reciprocity, 
as well as the norm of social responsibility, adhering closely to the 
theoretical formulations upon which they are based.
The final critique to be discussed deals with the underlying
assumptions researchers have about the norms they are testing. Staub
(1972) has underscored the problem most succinctly:
. . . in most research on normative influence it is assumed 
that people hold certain expectations of each other but.whether 
they do so is not tested. Thus, when behavior deviates from a 
hypothesized norm, researchers attempt to explain the devia­
tion, but the hypothesized norm may not correspond to what peo­
ple actually believe about how members of their social group 
should act (Staub, 1972:132).
The present work will avoid such a pitfall by analyzing the relative
effect of normative influences on helping. The methodology will assess
norms as they are, not idealized ones.
One last brief comment is necessary. Several studies have been 
done analyzing the conditions under which victim rejection occurs (e.g., 
Lerner and Simmons, 1966; Lemer and Matthews, 19&7; Lerner and 
Litchman, 1968). These indicate that, in the main, victims are devalued 
when the potential helper perceives himself/herself to be responsible 
for the victim's bad fate and is unable to change that fate or when the 
victim is perceived as being deceitful in his/her request for aid. This 
variable, however, does not appear to have been analyzed in studies 
dealing with the locus of dependence.
It seems plausible that victim derogation could occur under con-
say that B would give help to C because it was "expected by" or would be 
rewarded by A. Also, it would be difficult to say that the subject 
"continues" to comply with C's expectations. The above functional 
theory seems inappropriate to apply to a brief encounter of the labora­
tory studies.
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ditions of a potential helper’s perception of the victim being inter­
nally responsible for his dependence. Since individuals tend to give 
less aid to one internally dependent— even when he is highly dependent 
on them (Berkowitz, 1969)— this derogation would seem to serve the func­
tion of maintaining cognitive consistency. Derogating a victim could 
serve to reduce dissonance which may arise if one does not help a depen­
dent other.
Summary and Hypothesis Derivation
The literature review and critique gives several insights into 
helping behavior. Results seem to indicate two variables which appear 
to consistently affect helping' responses— the degree of dependence of 
the victim on the potential helper and the perceived locus of that de­
pendence by the potential helper. This has been found in both labora­
tory studies dealing with the norm of social responsibility and in field 
research (Berkowitz and Daniels, 1963; Schopler and Matthews, 1965; Dar- 
ley and Latane, 1970). Further, this seems to indicate that helping is 
comprised of the legitimacy of the request and the perceived obligation 
of the helper to help. The above suggests the following hypotheses: 
a) high degree of dependence is associated with more helping, b) exter­
nal locus of dependence is associated with more helping, c) the greater 
the legitimacy of the request, the greater the helping, and d) the 
greater the perceived obligation to help, the greater the helping.
The question remains, however, cannot reciprocity affect the 
granting of aid as well as the payment of aid received? Logic and per­
sonal experience seem to say that the promise to reciprocate should 
affect the granting of aid. One would expect a helper to possibly grant
more aid if he anticipated reciprocation. In addition, while Gouldner—  
and some research— cites conditions affecting reciprocation, these con­
ditions too may affect the granting of aid. The present research will 
take one— the intensity of recipient's need— and try to determine how it 
may affect the perception of the social creditor in the decision to 
grant aid. From the above one could hypothesize the following: a) the
power of the norm of reciprocity is stronger in helping than is the 
power of the norm of social responsibility and b) high severity of a 
non-helping response is associated with more helping. One may here ex­
pect an interaction effect if the severity of not helping was very in­
tense. Therefore, we could suggest the following hypotheses: c) when 
degree of severity is high, the power of the norms of social responsi­
bility and reciprocity are equal.
So far we have support— either logical or empirical— suggesting 
the influence of four variables on helping. These are l) the degree of 
the recipient's dependence, 2) the locus of the recipient's dependence, 
3) the recipient's ability to reciprocate and 1+) the intensity of the 
recipient's need. One other variable seems, again by logical extension, 
to be important. That is the degree of primariness of the relationship 
between the victim and the helper. In many cases, friends seem willing 
to do more for each other than do casual acquaintances. In addition, 
since friends have generally established a system of exchanges, the 
ability to reciprocate for helping may not be a pre-condition for help­
ing. Thus, two more hypotheses can be suggested: a) a high degree of
primariness is associated with more helping and b) when degree of pri­
mariness is high, the power of the norms of reciprocity and social 
responsibility is equal in helping.
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As indicated in the previous section, a second potentially valu­
able dependent variable to study in conjunction with helping is victim 
derogation. V/hile research has generally studied this when a potential 
helper cannot aid a victim, logically one might expect a negative rela­
tionship between helping and victim derogation. Since previous investi­
gations concern the effects of degree of dependence and locus of depen­
dence on helping, present hypotheses are extended to victim derogation. 
Degree of primariness is also included since it is this writer’s per­
sonal experience that the degree of primariness may be strong enough to 
minimize the effects of the locus of dependence. The following four 
hypotheses are suggested: a) high degree of dependence is associated
with less victim derogation, b) internal locus of dependence is asso­
ciated with greater victim derogation, c) high degree of primariness is 
associated with less victim derogation and d) when degree of primariness 
is high, locus of dependence will have no effect on derogation.
The thirteen hypotheses are organized below:
1. The greater the legitimacy of the request, the greater the amount 
of helping.
2. The greater the perceived obligation to help, the greater the amount 
of helping.
3. High degree of primariness is associated with less victim derogation.
k . High degree of dependence is associated with less victim derogation.
5. Internal locus of dependence is associated with greater victim
derogation.
6. Locus of dependence will have no effect on derogation when the degree 
of primariness is high.
7. The power of the norm of reciprocity is stronger in helping than is 
the power of the norm of social responsibility.
8. High degree of dependence is associated with more helping.
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9. External locus of dependence is associated with more helping.
10. High degree of primariness is associated with more helping.
11. High severity of a non-helping response is associated with more 
helping.
12. When degree of primariness is high, the power of the norms of reci­
procity and social responsibility is equal in helping.
13. When degree of severity is high, the power of the norms of reci­
procity and social responsibility is equal in helping.
While the research design employed in the present investigation 
does not deal with actual behavior, it will test the above hypotheses on 
the perceptions of prosocial behavior. In addition, it attempts to ad­
just for several limitations cited in the literature review which are 
evident in previous work. The manner in which the present design takes 
these into account will be discussed in the following chapter.
CHAPTER III
THE RESEARCH DESIGH
The present chapter provides a brief discussion of some of the 
ways similar methodology has been used in previous research. A general 
overview of the research strategy is presented and detail concerning the 
operationalization of the independent variables is provided. In addi­
tion, information concerning' the measurement of the dependent variables, 
sampling and data collection is presented. Finally, the relevance of 
the methodology to the problems in the literature as presented in the 
previous chapter is discussed.
Derivation of Methodology 
The methodology employed in the research emerges from previous 
literature. Tesser, Gatewood and Driver (1968), discussed previously, 
employed a similar design in their work on gratitude. These researchers 
gave undergraduate students three passages to read concerning an inter­
action situation in which one participant offered to help, or do a favor 
for, another. The situations involved an aunt giving a picture to the 
recipient, a classmate helping the recipient construct a laboratory 
apparatus and a neighbor helping the recipient paint the living room. 
Passages were varied for the recipient’s perception of the benefactor’s 
intention, recipient's perception of the cost to the benefactor in pro­
viding the benefit, and the value of the benefit to the recipient. Sub­
jects were asked to put themselves in the position of the recipient and
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answer questions on the basis of how they themselves would react in the 
same situation. Answers were scaled on 5" ^ d  6-point semantic differen­
tial scales. The researchers, employing analysis of variance, found each 
of the three variables had a significant main effect on the amount of 
gratitude subjects believed they would feel; no interactions among- inde­
pendent variables were found. Questions asked concerned the manipula­
tions of the independent variables and the amount of gratitude felt 
(scales were of "gratitude” and "indebted”).
A similar methodology was used by Muir and Weinstein (1962).
As part of their study, subjects were read short passages in which one 
person had done a favor for another. Subjects responded to questions 
concerning the degree of obligation the recipient of the favor should 
feel toward the benefactor.
Blumstein’s work (197U) employed short passages in which one of 
the interactants failed to maintain a given normative expectation. The 
second interactant demanded and received an explanation. Subjects, 
after reading the vignettes, were asked questions concerning how the 
interactants in the passages felt about the infraction, the account, 
etc.
Overview of Research Strategy 
For the present research, data aimed at predicting the likeli­
hood of a helping response and the amount of helping were generated by 
an experiment within a questionnaire. Subjects were considered observers 
whose reactions to two written vignettes provided the basic data. The 
assumption was made that an interaction situation in which one individual 
is perceived as in need of help and actively requests the help of another
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allowed subjects to predict the potential helper's perception of the 
victim's characteristics, his perception of the legitimacy of the vic­
tim's need, his felt obligation to help, and the amount of aid given.
Two basic vignettes have been created. In one a student asks 
another student for time to tutor him for an exam; in the other, a man 
asks his brother-in-law for money. The vignettes were presented to sub­
jects in the form of an "impression formation questionnaire"— each on 
a separate page followed by a series of questions. Questions are stan­
dardized across vignettes.
All questions used a seven-point semantic differential scale. 
Higher scores, when coded, indicated the higher derogation, helping,
1
legitimacy or obligation. Appendix A contains a sample questionnaire.
The phrasing of the questions was quite deliberate. The term 
how "would" the potential helper respond was used instead of how "should" 
in order to tap norms perceived to be in operation and to minimize the 
potential of respondents submitting idealized norms. The questions were 
stated in the third person instead of the second (i.e., how would Tom 
respond vs. how would you respond) to minimize the subjects' possible 
need to give socially desirable answers.
Independent Variables
Each vignette is manipulated for l) an appeal to the norm of 
reciprocity or social responsibility, 2) high or low dependence of the
^A pre-test was performed with 26 sociology majors serving as 
subjects. Fourteen agreed to speak with the experimenter after complet­
ing the questionnaire. Discussions indicated that the questionnaire and 
variable manipulations were clear (inferred by experimenter from their 
comments). Two revisions were made: the scale worthy-unworthy was re­
placed by the entitled-unentitled scale; and in the vignette concerning 
the brothers-in-law, the low primariness manipulation was slightly altered.
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victim on the helper, 3) internal or external locus of dependence of the 
victim, i;) high or low degree of primariness of the interactants' rela­
tionship, and £) severe or minor repercussions to the victim in the 
event of a non-helping response.
A great attempt was made to operationalize these variables as 
consistently as possible. This was most successful for norm evocation, 
degree of dependence and degree of primariness. In both vignettes, norm
evocation is manipulated by the victim offering to repay the helper
(reciprocity) or probably not being able to do so (social responsibil­
ity); degree of dependence by having the helper the only one who can 
help the victim (high) or one of several who could help (low); and 
degree of primariness of relationship by having the interactants friends
(high) or acquaintances (low). Given the initial differences between
the vignettes, however, (i.e., one dealing with students and the other 
dealing with brothers-in-law) the operationalization of locus of depen­
dence and degree of severity of a non-help response are more situational 
specific. In the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law, locus of 
dependence is manipulated by the victim being a chronic gambler (inter­
nal) or by having an on-the-job accident (external) and severity by the 
victim facing eviction (high) or wanting to buy a tape-deck for his car 
(low). In the vignette concerning the students, locus of dependence is 
manipulated by the victim slacking off all semester (internal') or by 
his just being informed of a final exam (external) and severity by 
possible loss of scholarship (high) or by just wanting to get a B (low). 
The vignettes are below.
In each vignette the underscored portion of text indicates one 
manipulation of the variable. The second manipulation immediately follows
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in parentheses. This underscoring is presented solely for the reader to 
differentiate manipulations and was not presented to subjects.
A) Order of variables: l) degree of primariness of relationship, 2)
locus of dependence, 3) severity of a non-helping response, i|) norm
evocation, 5) degree of dependence of victim.
Bob and Mike are best friends and have known each other for several 
years. Both are college juniors— Bob majoring in Biology with a 
3.8 average on a Ij.O scale and Kike majoring in English (Bob, a 
junior Biology major, has a 3*8 average on a 1*.0 scale. Mike, a 
junior English major, is an acquaintance of Bob who met Bob once 
at a party several months ago). To fulfill a college requirement 
Mike is taking Biology 101. Two days before the final Mike is 
worried and asks Bob to tutor him for the exam. "Listen," he says, 
"I haven't done a thing in this course all semester (We were just 
told we're having a final) and I'm in a jam. I've got to get a B 
because my scholarship depends on it (I'd like to get a Eij. Would 
you help me out for a few hours tomorrow? I'll be sure to make it 
up to you somehow— (I'm not sure I can make it up to you but; you're 
the only one I know who can help (if you can't do it say so-so I 
can ask someone else).
B) Order of variables: l) locus of dependence, 2) severity of a non­
helping response, 3) degree of primariness of relationship, ii) norm 
evocation, 5) degree of dependence of victim.
Marc, unemployed and with a well-deserved reputation as a chronic 
gambler (due to an injury on his job as a telephone company lineman) 
is broke and needs money to pay his rent or face eviction (wants 
money to buy a tape-deck for his car). He phones his brother-in- 
law, Tom, with whom he is good friends (who lives in another city 
and with whom he has only spoken to briefly since they met several 
months ago) and requests the necessary funds. He tells Tom truth­
fully that he'll definitely repay him and (he'll probably be unable 
to repay him but) there's no one else who can give him the amount 
necessary (if Tom won't give him the funds he can ask someone else).
Dependent Variables 
Dependent variables are measured as follows. Victim .derogation 
is the sum of eight scales— six scales measuring the personal character­
istics of the victim as perceived by the helper (responsible-irrespon­
sible, sincere-insincere, trustworthy-untrustworthy, serious-frivolous, 
likeable-unlikeable, industrious-lazy) and two scales measuring the vic­
tim's deservingness of aid (deserving-undeserving, entitled-unentitled).
Appendix Table B.l contains a correlation matrix reporting coefficients 
for these scales. The amount of help is measured as four times the sum 
of two scales indicating how the helper would respond (favorably- 
unfavorably, helpfully-unhelpfully). Correlations between these scales 
were .81; for the vignette with student interactants and .83 for the 
vignette with brother-in-law interactants. As in the case of the fol­
lowing two scales, the multiplication was performed so that equivalent
r
scoring would be maintained between derogation scores and helping scores. 
The two components of helping are the pex'ceived legitimacy of the request 
(legitimate-illegitimate, unsuitable-suitable) summed and multiplied by 
four and the perceived obligation to help (strong-weak, deep-shallow) 
likewise summed and multiplied by four. Correlation coefficients for 
these scales were, in the vignette dealing with students .62 for the 
legitimacy scales and .79 for the obligation scales. In the vignette 
dealing with the brothers-in-law, they were .81 for the legitimacy scales 
and .70 for the obligation scales.
Sample and Data Collection 
The factorial combination of five independent variables, each 
with two manipulations, yields thirty-two unique combinations per vi­
gnette. Subjects were introductory sociology students at a small 
southern liberal arts college. Each respondent received two vignettes—  
o
The decision to multiply scales was somewhat arbitrary. It 
would also have been possible to maintain equivalent scoring by divid­
ing scores and obtaining means (e.g., sum of eight derogation scores 
divided by eight or sum of two helping scores divided by two). It 
appears both methods yield equivalent results. One-way analysis of 
variance with the locus variable and the only significant three-way 
analysis of variance with primariness, severity and locus were per­
formed using the above alternative method. The F statistics were iden­
tical under both procedures. Multiple regression also yielded similar 
results under both methods of computation.
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one depicting the student interactants and one depicting the brothers- 
in-law interactants. Vignettes were combined and distributed randomly.
It was pre-determined that sample size should be 192 subjects, 
or 38U responses. This would allow symmetry of experimental design and 
would also strike a balance between being small enough for manageability 
and financial concerns (each subject received a questionnaire of seven 
pages) and large enough for appropriate statistical testing (e.g., analy­
sis of variance).
Data were collected during class time in six sociology classes 
between November 16 and 29, 1976? by 'the same experimenter. Upon enter­
ing the class, the researcher was introduced by the instructor and she 
explained she was doing research on nhow people form impressions of 
others.” Since the experiment was to be conducted over several days, 
the importance to subjects of their not discussing the project with any­
one for several weeks was stressed. There was no indication any sub­
jects had heard about the project. The experimenter also offered to 
discuss the research in detail with anyone interested after all data 
were collected. After requesting that subjects cooperate, question­
naires were distributed. Approximately fifteen to twenty minutes later, 
they were collected, subjects thanked for their participation, and the 
experimenter left.
Two-hundred seven questionnaires were distributed to 77 males 
and 130 females. One person refused to participate (judged as refusal 
due to the returning of a blank questionnaire), and it was judged that 
eight questionnaires could not be used (determined by the returning of 
questionnaires with one or more questions unanswered). Duplicates of 
these questionnaires were circulated to other subjects. Six duplicate
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questionnaires (pre-determined by placement of questionnaire numbers) 
were circulated in the last participating class in the event of a refu­
sal or an unusable response. These latter six duplicates were not needed 
and were not included in the analysis. Thus, 192 respondents were ob­
tained with 381+ valid responses.
Relation of Research Strategy to 
Critiques of Literature
The research design employed attempts to adjust for several prob­
lems in the literature which were' discussed in the previous chapter. 
Specifically, these are the modeling effect confounding attempts to 
assess the effect of the norms of social responsibility and reciprocity, 
the methodological distortion of the reciprocity norm, and the assump­
tion of idealized normative expectations.
By dealing with the perceptions of prosocial behavior through
the use of vignettes, the present investigation circumvents the first
two problems. In the first place, subjects themselves were not placed
in a position of receiving prior help from a confederate and they were
3
not deliberately exposed to witnessing a confederate help another.
Thus, the model effect was minimized. In the second place, the method 
operationalizes the reciprocity norm close to its theoretical formula­
tions. The norm is operationalized as a one-to-one exchange (no third 
parties involved) by an explicit statement that the victim can reciprocate.
^It could be suggested that the experimenter was, in effect, a 
model since she offered to discuss the research with subjects after all 
data were collected. However, this did not entail subjects' exposure 
to a helping act— only an offer of future assistance. Moreover, it is 
doubtful subjects agreed to participate in the research in anticipation 
of reciprocation by the experimenter since no subject had requested fur­
ther detail concerning the research three and one-half months after its 
completion.
The third problem is minimized since the purpose of the research 
is to assess the perceptions of helping behavior as they are. Questions 
specifically state ’’how would’’ the helper respond. Thus, the research 
does not assume— nor attempt to assess— the idealized prosocial response, 
and one will not be assumed in the interpretations of the data which 
follow in Chapter V.
CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS
Data were analyzed in three ways: vignette A (students) alone,
vignette B (brothers-in-law) alone, and the vignettes combined. 'This 
was done to allow any basic differences in the findings between the vi­
gnettes to emerge. It was anticipated that any such differences would 
be minimal since a great effort was made to keep the operationalizations 
of the independent variables similar and to create two situations in 
w&ich their effects would be similar. Data analysis revealed several 
similarities but also differences. Since these differences would be 
masked by a combined analysis, results are presented for the two 
vignettes separately.
The present chapter is descriptive. It provides a straight­
forward presentation of findings which highlights both the similar and 
dissimilar results between vignettes. A discussion concerning what the 
similarities may mean and why the differences may have been found is 
reserved for the next chapter.
This chapter first provides descriptive statistical information. 
This is followed by results dealing with helping, derogation, perceived 
legitimacy and obligation, in that order. Tables containing descriptive 
statistics, main effects of variables and regressions are provided in 
the text. Tables concerning interaction effects are located in Appendix 
B. A summary table of findings related to the hypotheses is presented 
on page £5*
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Throughout the following discussion, and as shown in tables, 
vignette A refers to the situation involving student interactants and 
vignette B to the situation involving brother-in-law interactants. It 
is important also to keep in mind that in no way is causality meant to 
be implied in presenting findings.
Descriptive Statistics
A brief glance at Tables l+.l and 1+.2, reporting raw scores, 
shows that less derogation and more help, as indicated by mean scores, 
was forthcoming in the situation dealing with the students than with 
the brothers-in-law. While obligation scores were identical, greater 
legitimacy was perceived to exist in the students’ situation.
The patterning of responses, however, highlights some similari­
ties as well as differences. Within each vignette, a greater percentage 
of respondents perceived the victim to be irresponsible and lazy, but 
sincere, trustworthy and likeable. Also, within each vignette, a greater 
proportion of the respondents perceived that the helper had a strong 
obligation and a deep responsibility to help and that he would respond 
helpfully. It is interesting to note that on the trustworthy scale a 
similar percentage saw the victim as trustworthy (1+8.1+ percent in vi­
gnette A and l+5>.8 percent in vignette B), but more than twice as many 
saw the brother-in-law as untrustworthy (13*5 percent vs. 35*9 percent). 
Respondents were far less willing to commit themselves in the students' 
situation as indicated by the differences in the percent neutral re­
sponses (38.0 percent in vignette A; 18.2 percent in vignette B).
Computed dependent measures revealed the following: mean help­
ing score in the vignette dealing with students was 39*96; for the
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brothers-in-law it wa,s 31*75* Mean derogation scores obtained were 
29-1+8 for vignette A and 33*93 for vignette B. Table 1+.3 provides mean 
helping and derogation scores for both vignettes and indicates the con­
sistency in the findings of less help and more derogation in vignette B 
than in A.
Helping Scores
Tables U.lj. and J+.5 indicate that while greater helping occurred 
under conditions of high dependence as expected, in neither situation 
were the differences significant (J4O .92 vs. 39*00 in vignette A and 32.38  
vs. 31*12 in vignette B). Contrary to expectation, the victim’s intent 
to reciprocate did not appreciably increase help-giving in the case of 
the students (1|0.75 vs. 39*17) tut was highly significant in the situa­
tion dealing with the brothers-in-law (35*12 vs. 28.3 8, p^ . .001).
Three variables— locus of dependence, degree of primariness and 
degree of severity of a non-helping response— were found to have signifi­
cant impact in both situations in the direction anticipated. Locus of 
dependence appears to have the greatest impact on help-giving, as indi­
cated by mean differences, with external locus increasing favorable re­
sponse. In vignette A mean scores were i|3*25 for external locus and
36.67 for internal locus (p^.OOl). In vignette B the scores obtained 
were 36 .62 and 26.88 (p^ .001). High degree of primariness also served 
to increase perceived help-giving. In vignette A differences in helping 
scores were .67 vs. 35*25 (p^ *001)* while in vignette B they were
314.67 vs. 28.83 (p^ .003). The impact of degree of severity of a non­
helping response was statistically stronger in the situation dealing with 
the brothers-in-law. In both cases high severity did elicit greater
ho
TABLE J+.3
HELPING AND DEROGATION SCORES BY EACH INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLE: VIGNETTES SEPARATELY
Variable
Mean Helping 
Vignette 
A(N=192)
Scores
Vignette
B(N=192)
Mean Derogation Scores 
Vignette Vignette 
A(N=192) B(N=192)
Norm
Reciprocity 40.75I 35.l2a 29.51* 32.48c
Responsibility 39.17 28.38a 29.+2 35.39c
Dependence
High +0.92 32 .38 29.79 34.19
Low 39.00 31.12 29.17 33.68
Locus
Internal 36.67a 26.88a 33.89a 4o.52a
External U3.25a 36.62a 25.07a 27.34a
Primariness
High 44.67a 3 + 67b 26.45a 32.03b
Low 35.25a 28.83b 32.50a 35.83b
Severity
High lA.71o 38.33a 28.97 30.97a
Low 38.2i0 25.17a 29.99 36.90a
Grand Mean 39 .96 31.75 29.48 33.93
NOTE: Helping score equals sum of two scales (favorable+helpful) times
four; Pearson correlation coefficients Between the favorable and 
helpful scales were +.81+ and +.83 for vignette A (students) and 
vignette B (brothers-in-law), respectively.
Derogation scoi'e equals sum of eight scales (irresponsible, insin­
cere, untrustworthy, frivolous, unlikeable, lazy, undeserving and 
unentitled).
Subscripts: a) p^ .001; b) p^ . .01; c) p<J .0^ .
TABLE i+;l+
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE: HELPING SCORES
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DP
Mean
Square F Significance
Norm 120.33 1 120.33 .83 .999
Residual 27-591.0U 190 1+5.22
Total 277U.37 191 1+5.09
Depend 176.33 1 176.33 1 .2 1 .271
Residual 27535.01+ 190 1++.92
Total 27711.37 191 1+5.09
Locus 2080.33 1 2080.33 15.+2 .001
Residual 25631.01+ 190 13+.90
Total 27711.37 191 1+5.09
Prime 1+256.33 1 +256.33 3+.+8 .001
Residual 231+55.01+ 190 123.+5
Total 27711.37 191 1+5.09
Severe 588.00 1 988.00 +.10 .01+1
Residual 27123.37 190 1+2 .7 6
Total 27711.37 191 1+5.09
TABLE 1+.$
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: HELPING SCORES
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares ,DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Norm 2187.00 1 2187.00 12.56 .001
Residual 33096.6$ 190 m .19
Total 3^283.6$ 191 181+.73
Depend 75.00 1 75.00 .1*0 .999
Residual 35208.65 190 185.31
Total 35283.6$ 191 18I+.73
Locus i|$63.00 1 1*563.00 28 .22 .001
Residual 30720.6$ 190 161.69
Total 35283.6$ 191 181*. 73
Prime 1633.33 1 1633.33 9 .2 2 .003
Residual 336$0.3l 190 177.11
Total 35283.6$ 191 181*. 73
Severe 8321.33 1 8321.33 58.61* .001
Residual 26962.32 190 11*1.91
Total ■35283.6$ 191 181*. 73
b3
helping. For the "brothers-in-law the differences were 38-33 vs. 2£.17 
(p^ .001), while in the students’ situation, the differences were less 
magnified— U l.  17 v s .  3 8 .2 1  ( p ^ .O lf L ) .
The pattern of interaction effects was unanticipated— in no help- 
giving case did vignettes share the same interaction effects and only one 
was hypothesized. Three significant interactions occurred ill the student 
vignette as indicated in appendix tables B.3» B.i+ and B.£. In the first, 
involving norm evocation and degree of primariness, while norm evocation 
has no main effect on helping, in interaction with degree of primariness 
it has a differential impact. Here, reciprocity serves to lower helping 
under conditions of high primariness and increase it under conditions of 
low primariness (F=!|.l8, df=l/l91, p^.OiiO). In the second, Table B.1+, 
a very powerful effect on perceived helping is seen under conditions of 
low primariness and internal locus while, as the table indicates, under 
conditions of high primariness helping responses approach each other 
regardless of locus of dependence (F=l|,10, df-l/191, p^.0l+2). The third 
situation is shown in Table B.5>. There, locus of dependence decreases the 
impact of the degree of severity. Under conditions of external locus, 
helping responses are identical regardless of the degree of severity of 
a non-helping response (F=i|.52, df=1/191» P$-033)-
Table B.6 shows an interaction pattern which approaches signifi­
cance. Here, while degree of dependence has no main effect on helping, 
under conditions of high primariness greater helping is elicited when 
o n e ' s  degree of dependence is low; the reverse is true for low primari- 
n e s s  ( F = 2 .9 8 ,  d f = l / l 91 , p ^ . 0 8 2 ) .
In the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law, two other inter­
action patterns were found, one of which tends to support an hypothesized
W+
relationship. In the first, Appendix Table B.7> involving degree of 
dependence and norm evocation, degree of dependence has a differential 
impact depending on whether or not the victim will reciprocate. This 
table shows that with norm controlled, greater helping occurs under con­
ditions of low dependence and reciprocity while when unable to recipro­
cate high dependence yields greater helping (F=i+.10, df=l/l91, p^.0h2). 
The last interaction effect occurs with norm evocation and degree of 
severity. It was hypothesized that under conditions of high severity 
no difference in helping would occur whether or not one could recipro­
cate. As Appendix Table B .8 indicates, with severity controlled, help­
ing responses do approach each other regardless of norm evocation. In 
addition, low severity and the appeal to the social responsibility norm 
seems to greatly reduce helping (F=I+.35> df=l/l91, P ^ * 036).
As indicated in Table 1+.6, very different patterns emerged in 
amount of variance explained on helping. While degree of dependence 
accounted for negligible amounts of variance in both vignettes (0.6 
percent in vignette A and 0.2 percent in vignette B), this provides the 
only similarity between them. Indeed, total variance explained is 26.0 
percent in vignette A and i|7*5 percent in vignette B. Strongest vari­
ables in A are degree of primariness (l5»U percent), and locus of depen­
dence (7*5 percent). In B they are degree of severity (23.5 percent), 
locus of dependence (12.9 percent), and norm evocation (6.2 percent).
In B, degree of primariness accounts for less than one-third of the 
variance it explained in A (I4.6 percent vs. l% .k percent). On the 
other hand, the strongest variable in B, degree of severity, accounts 
for more than 10 times the variance it accounted for in A (23 .6 percent 
vs. 2.1 percent).
k5
TABLE 1+.6
PERCENT VARIANCE EXPLAINED ON HELPING: 
VIGNETTES SEPARATELY
Percent Variance Explained
Independent Variable Vignette A Vignette B
Norm Evocation o.U 6.2
Degree of Dependence 0.6 0.2
Locus of Dependence 7.5 12.9
Degree of Primariness 15-U !+• 6
Degree of Severity of a Non­
helping Response 2.1 23 .6
Total Percent Variance Explained 26.0 h l . S
NOTES: l) Vignette A is vignette with students; vignette B is vignette
with brothers-in-law.
2) R^ obtained from SPSS analysis of variance program and is 
equivalent to regression with dummy variables. Since ex­
perimental design had equal numbers in each cell, the effects 
of the independent variables are independent of each other 
and may be added.
Derogation Scores
As Tables 1+.7 and 1*.8 indicate, a somewhat similar pattern of 
main effects of variables on extent of victim derogation occurred as 
was found in helping. Greater derogation occurred under conditions of 
high dependence. This was anticipated but results were not significant 
(29.79 vs. 29.17 in vignette A and 31+.19 vs. 33*68 in vignette B). N o  
hypothesis was made concerning the effects of norm evocation which was 
significant in vignette B, not in vignette A. Greater derogation 
occurred when the victim could not reciprocate. Here, mean scores in 
the student vignette were 29.51+ vs. 29.1+2 ; in the vignette concerning 
brothers-in-law scores were 35*39 vs. 32.1+8 (p^.0l+9).
As expected, locus of dependence and degree of primariness were 
found to have significant effects on derogation in the anticipated 
direction for both situations. Again, locus of dependence was quite 
strong with external locus decreasing the extent of derogation. In 
vignette A mean scores were 25*07 vs. 33*89 (p^.OOl) and in B they 
were 27.31+ vs. 1+0.52 (p^.OOl). High primariness also appears to lower 
derogation. Mean scores in vignette A were 26.1+5 vs. 32.50 (p^.OOl) 
while in vignette B differences were less pronounced— 32.03 vs. 35*83
(p^.011).
No hypothesis was made concerning the effects of degree of 
severity of a non-helping response on derogation. However, it was 
found to have a statistically significant effect in vignette B, and 
differences in vignette A were in the same direction. Less derogation 
occurred under conditions of high severity with mean scores 28.97 vs. 
29.99 in vignette A and 30.97 vs. 36.90 in vignette B (p^.OOl).
Three two-way interactions were found with respect to derogation.
kl
TABLE 4.7
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: DEROGATION SCORES
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Norm • 75 1 .75 .01 .999
Residual 171+16.87 190 91.67
Total 17417.62 191 91.19
Depend 18.75 1 18.75 .20 .999
Residual 17398.87 190 91.57
Total 17417.62 191 91.19
Locus 3727.69 1 3727.69 51.74 .001
Residual 13689.93 190 72.05
Total 17417.62 191 91.19
Prime 1752.08 1 1752.08 21.25 .001
Residual 15665.53 190 82.45
Total 17417.62 191 91.19
Severe 50.02 1 50.02 • 53 .999
Residual 17367.59 190 91.41
Total . 17417.62 191 91.19
TABLE 1+.8
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE: DEROGATION SCORES
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Norm 409.42 1 409.42 3.81 .049
Residual 20196. i;0 190 106.30
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
Depend 12.90 1 12.90 .12 .999
Residual 20989.31 190 108.36
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
Locus 8334.50 1 8334.90 129.09 .001
Residual 12267.32 190 64.96
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
Prime 693.88 1 693.88 6.62 .011
Residual 19907.94 190 104.78
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
Severe 1686.26 1 1686.26 16.94 .001
Residual 18919.96 190 99.96
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
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None were shared by vignettes and only one was the same interaction 
effect as occurred in the help-giving realm.
The sole interaction effect in the vignette concerning the stu­
dents was similar to one found in helping— norm evocation and degree of 
primariness. Again, normative appeal having a differential impact on 
derogation depending on degree of primariness. As indicated in Appen­
dix Table B.9, under conditions of high primariness greater derogation 
occurred when the promise of reciprocation was made, while under condi­
tions of low primariness, the appeal to the social responsibility norm 
increased derogation (F=4«88, df=l/l91, P^»027).
Two interaction patterns were found in vignette B. In the 
first, as shown in Appendix Table B.10, under conditions of one’s being 
responsible for one’s own problem normative appeal has little effect 
on derogation but noticeably less derogation occurs when locus of depen­
dence is external (F=4.84, df=l/l91, p^.027). The second interaction 
effect shows, in Appendix Table B.ll, that degree of severity has lit­
tle effect on derogation under conditions of internal locus* but a more 
pronounced one with external locus of dependence. Also, under condi­
tions of external locus and high severity, derogation was greatly 
lowered (F=l6.£L, df=l/l91, P^.OOl).
The only three-way interaction effect found occurred with 
respect to vignette B and involved locus of dependence, degree of pri­
mariness and degree of severity. As shown in Appendix Table B.12, 
external locus, high primariness and high degree of severity of a non­
helping response significantly lowered the extent of derogation (F=3«97> 
df=i/i9i, p 4 .01+5).
As with the findings in the helping realm, similar patterns 
failed to emerge concerning the impact of the variables on explaining 
variance. Table 4.9 depicts these patterns. As before, the sole simi­
larity lay in degree of dependence being quite weak, explaining 0.1 
percent of the variance in each vignette. Total variance explained 
was 31*9 percent in vignette A and 94.2 percent in vignette B. In 
vignette A, 31*9 percent is accounted for by two variables— locus of 
dependence (21.4 percent) and degree of primariness (10.1 percent). 
Locus of dependence was also strongest in vignette B, but explained 
twice as much of the variance than it did in A (40*9 percent in B).
This was followed by degree of severity explaining 8.2 percent (27 
times that of A) and degree of primariness explaining 3*4 percent (one- 
third that of A).
Regressions
Despite the myriad of differences stressed above concerning the 
impact cf variables between vignettes, a noticeable similarity occurred 
when assessing the effect of perceived obligation to help and perceived 
legitimacy of request on helping. Table 4.10 shows that the potential 
helper’s perceived obligation to render assistance accounts for 9l«4 
percent of the variance in helping for vignette A and 94*6 percent in 
vignette B. Legitimacy of request accounts for 47*6 percent and 46.3 
percent of the variance in A and B, respectively, as shown in Table 
4.11. When these two variables are combined, as in Table 4.12, allow­
ing obligation to explain ail of the variance it can and legitimacy 
what it can of the remainder unexplained variance, we find 66.3 percent 
of the variance explained in the situation concerning students and 69.1
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TABLE k-9
PERCENT VARIANCE EXPLAINED ON DEROGATION: 
VIGNETTES SEPARATELY
Percent Variance Explained
Independent Variable Vignette A Vignette B
Norm Evocation 0.0 2.0
Degree of Dependence 0.1 0.1
Locus of Dependence 2 1 .k h o .S
Degree of Primariness 10.1 3.1+
Degree of Severity of a Non- 
helping Response 0 .3 8.2
Total Percent Variance Explained 31.9 5b. 2
NOTES: l) Vignette A is vignette with students; vignette B is vignette
with brothers-in-law.
2) R2 obtained from SPSS analysis of variance program and is 
equivalent to regression with dummy variables. Since experi­
mental design had equal numbers in each cell, the effects of 
the independent variables are independent of each other and 
may be added.
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TABLE 4.10
REGRESSION OF HELPER’S PERCEIVED OBLIGATION TO HELP 
ON ■AMOUNT OF HELP GIVEN BY HELPER
Analysis of Variance LF Sum of Squares Mean Square F
Vignette A (Students)
Regression 1 14245.13 14245.13 200.99
Residual 190 13466.£4 70.88
S<.001 h2 = .717
R = .514  
SEE =8.419
Vignette B (Brothers-in-law)
Regression 1 19280.22 19280.22 200.90
Residual 190 16003.78 84.23
S<.001 R2 = *739 
R = .546 
SEE =9.177
NOTE: Obligation score equals sum of two scales (strong obligation +
deep responsibility) times four; Pearson correlation coefficients 
between the obligation and responsibility scales were + .79 and 
+.70 for vignette A and vignette B, respectively.
Helping score equals sum of two scales (favorable + helpful) 
times four; Pearson correlation coefficients between the favor­
able and helpful scales were +.84 and +.83 for vignette A and 
vignette B, respectively.
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TABLE 4.11
REGRESSION OP PERCEIVED LEGITIMACY OF VICTIM'S REQUEST 
ON AMOUNT OP HELP GIVEN BY HELPER
Analysis of Variance DP Sum of Squares Mean Square
Vignette A (Students)
Regression 1 13182.76 13182.76 172.UO
Residual
S <.001
190 14528.91
Rp = .690
R = .476 
SEE =8.745
7 6 + 7
Vignette B (Brothers-in-law)
Regression 1 16344.52 1631A .52 163.97
Residual
S<.001
190 18939-48
Ro = .681
R = .463 
SEE =9.984
99 .68
NOTE: Legitimacy score equals sum of two scales (legitimate + suitable)
times four; Pearson correlation coefficients between the legiti­
macy and suitable scales were + .62 and +.81 for vignette A and 
vignette B, respectively.
Helping score equals sum of two scales (favorable + helpful) 
times four; Pearson correlation coefficients between the favor­
able and helpful scales were +.81+ and + .83 for vignette A and 
vignette B, respectively.
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TABLE 4.12
REGRESSION OF HELPER'S PERCEIVED OBLIGATION TO HELP AND 
PERCEIVED LEGITIMACY OF VICTIM'S REQUEST 
ON AMOUNT OF HELP GIVEN BY HELPER
Analysis of Variance DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F
Vignette A (Students)
Regression 2 18379.06 9189.53 186.10
Residual 189 9332.60 1*9 .3 8
S < . 001 Rp = .8LL1
R = .663
SEE =7.027
Vignette B (Brothers-in-law)
Regression 2 22981.18 111*90.59 176.52
Residual 189 12302.82 65.09
S< .001 R2 = .807 
R = .6^1 
SEE =8.068
NOTE: Pearson correlation coefficients between the obligation and
legitimacy scales equal +.49 and + .56 for vignette A and vignette 
B, respectively.
percent in the situation concerning the brothers-in-law. In each case, 
the significance level exceeds .001.
Summary
Results support seven of the thirteen hypotheses in both vi­
gnettes. Five were not supported and one was supported in only one vi­
gnette. A summary table is provided below.
TABLE 4.13
SUMMARY TABLE OF HYPOTHESIS CONFIRMATION
Hypothesis Results
1. The greater the legitimacy of the request, the 
greater the amount of helping.
2. The greater the perceived obligation to help, 
the greater the amount of helping.
3. High degree of primariness is associated with 
less victim derogation.
4. High degree of dependence is associated with 
less victim derogation.
5. Internal locus of dependence is associated with 
greater victim derogation.
6. Locus of dependence will have 110 effect on dero­
gation when primariness is high.
7. The power of the norm of reciprocity is stronger 
in helping than is the power of the norm of 
social responsibility.
8. High degree of dependence is associated with 
more helping.
9. External locus of dependence is associated with 
mox*e helping.
10. High degree of primariness is associated with 
more helping.
Supported
Supported
Supported
Not supported
Supported
Not supported
Supported in 
Vignette B 
only
Not supported
Supported
Supported
TABLE 4* 13'— Continued
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Hypothesis Results
11. High degree of severity of a non-helping re­
sponse is associated with more helping.
Supported
12. When degree of primariness is high, the power 
of the norms of reciprocity and social respon­
sibility is equal in helping.
Not supported
13. When degree of severity is high, the power of 
the norms of reciprocity and social responsibil­
ity is equal in helping.
Not supported
Of those seven interaction relationships not hypothesized hut 
found to he significant, none were shared by the vignettes. In the 
vignette concerning the students the following were found: l) norm
evocation has a differential impact on helping depending on degree of 
primariness, 2) high primariness is associated with similar amounts of 
help-giving regardless of locus of dependence, 3) external locus of 
dependence is associated with similar amounts of helping regardless of 
degree of severity of a non-helping response, and Ij.) norm evocation 
has a differential impact on derogation depending on degree of primari­
ness. In the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law, one interaction 
effect concerned helping and two concerned derogation: l) normative
evocation has a differential impact on helping depending on degree of 
dependence, 2) when internally responsible for one's problems, norm 
evocation has little impact on derogation, and 3) under conditions of 
internal locus of dependence degree of severity has little impact on 
derogation. The sole three-way interaction showed that high primari­
ness, high severity and external locus of dependence combined to pro­
duce very low derogation (vignette B).
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
As indicated in Chapters II and III, the research attempted to 
adjust for several problems in previous research. The purpose of the 
investigation was to assess the perceived influences on prosocial acts 
as they are and results are discussed as such. No attempt is made to 
discuss perceived behavior as deviating from an ideal response pattern.
The reader will note the descriptive terminology of equity 
theory is used while the complete analytic framework is not. This is 
simply because the present investigation did not manipulate some vari­
ables necessary to employ the theoretical framework (e.g., cost to 
helper). The general concepts of the theory, however, seem appro­
priate.
The data suggest that there may be several reasons a potential 
helper— a social creditor— grants aid to a victim. The framework pro­
posed here is based on the premise that helping a victim in some cases 
and not in others may enable the helper to protect his own beliefs and/ 
or self-interests.
Discussion will first concentrate on the absolute differences 
in results between vignettes, followed by results concerning each inde­
pendent variable and differences in the amount of variance explained. 
The final section provides methodological limitations of the present 
work and suggestions for future research.
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Discussion
The absolute difference in helping and derogation scores between 
vignettes was quite consistent. The interactants in the vignette con­
cerning the brothers-in-law received less help and were more derogated 
than the student interactants in all conditions. This may have been a 
function of simply more empathetic identification with the situation on 
the part of the respondents. Tesser, Gatewood and Driver (1968), using 
a similar methodology on the determinants of gratitude, found a similar 
pattern. As discussed in Chapter II, they presented three vignettes to 
students and varied them for Gouldner's conditions concerning recipro­
city. Quantitatively, students believed they would feel more gratitude 
if another student helped them set up lab equipment than if an aunt 
gave them a family picture or if a neighbor helped them paint their 
living room. However, main effects of variables were consistent across 
vignettes.
It is possible that in the present case students perceived a 
"that could be me" situation. If the respondents were, instead, older 
and working, or possibly had a brother-in-law, a reversal of the abso­
lute quantitative differences may have been found.
Even with these differences, the main effects of several vari­
ables were consistent across both situations. These variables are 
degree of dependence, degree of primariness and locus of dependence.
The failure of the degree of dependence variable was somewhat 
surprising. There is a substantial amount of literature which indi­
cates that as dependency increases, so does helping (see, for example, 
Berkowitz and Daniels, 1963 1961+; Berkowitz and Connor, 1966).
Failure to replicate this finding could be due to inadequate manipulation
of the dependence variable. This seems doubtful, however, since within 
both vignettes the victim explicitly stated that the helper was the only 
person who could help (high dependence) or was one of several who could 
help (low dependence). It is possible that the research indicating the 
influence of this variable was reporting a non-existent phenomenon. As 
reported in Chapter II, a study by Bryan indicated that demand charac­
teristics may have affected much of Berkowitz's research. When Bryan 
read the standard instructions used by Berkowitz to subjects, he found 
that subjects believed the experimenter was interested in their produc­
tivity levels as the dependency level increased (cited in Midlarsky, 
1968:2^6). In addition, a recent study suggests that Berkowitz's. 
dependency levels may actually be indicative of no dependency and low 
dependency (i.e., person dependent on subject could win no money or 
five dollars). The relationship between dependency and helping may 
hold only under these lower dependency conditions (Grudner, 197U)*
The degree of primariness and locus of dependence did affect 
helping and derogation in both vignettes. In both cases high primari­
ness and external locus increased helping and decreased derogation. 
Similar significance levels were shared by the vignettes concerning 
locus of dependence but the effect of primariness was slightly stronger 
in the vignette dealing with student interactants.
It is possible that a social creditor perceives both -factors—  
high primariness and external locus— as positive inputs, or assets en­
titling the victim to a "reward." The terms input and reward here are 
borrowed from equity theory and are used more descriptively than analy­
tically. An input ("investment" in exchange theory) can be considered 
something the victim brings to the situation entitling him to rewards
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(i.e., positive outcomes) or costs (i.e., negative outcomes). An 
analytic presentation of equity theory can be found in Walster, Ber- 
scheid and Walster (1976) and Walster and Piliavin (1972).
As stated in Chapter H, the effect of degree of primariness on 
helping has not been studied by researchers. This could be due to the 
fact that, at least in laboratories, it may be difficult to incorporate 
the variable or that the results seem so obvious. However, high degree 
of primariness could be interpreted as a positive input— an asset— to 
both the helper and the victim. The helper probably wishes to protect 
his investment in the relationship. Therefore, help is offered to pro­
tect the investment and to maintain the on-going system of exchanges 
that has already been developed in the relationship; that is, helping 
is functional for the helper. In addition, there is little cause for 
derogation since derogation may threaten the investment. However, under 
conditions of low primariness there is little investment to protect.
With little to protect, less help is offered and derogation increases. 
Both little help and more derogation can be considered "costs."
Findings concerning the effects of locus of dependence are con­
sistent with those found in the literature on helping (see, for example, 
Schopler and Matthews, 1965* an<^- Berkowitz, 1969) seem support 
the "just world" hypothesis. This latter finding is encouraging 
because research on the just world hypothesis has investigated situa­
tions where the potential helper is placed in a situation where he/she 
is unable to help the victim and derogates the victim (see, for example, 
Lemer and Simmons, 1966, and Lemer and Litchman, 1968). Basically, 
this hypothesis suggests that in the mind of the social creditor a 
logical connection must be maintained between a victim's fate and the
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fate he/she deserves. Research has shown that when unable to assist a 
victim— however innocent the victim may he— a potential helper usually 
derogates the victim in order to maintain this logical connection.
Prom the present perspective it is possible also to consider 
locus of dependence an input. External locus can he considered a posi­
tive one entitling the victim to rewards. In this case, a social 
creditor may perceive that the victim is entitled to aid to maintain 
his own belief in a just world. When one's locus of dependence is ex­
ternal, a third party is responsible for the victim possibly receiving 
outcomes less than deserved (i.e., incurring costs). If perceived as 
such, helping would enable the helper to redress a potential injustice 
caused by this third party and maintain his own belief in a "just 
w o r l d . W i t h  this sense of justice maintained and help given, there 
is little cause for derogation.
The social creditor, however, may see no such threat when the 
victim's locus of dependence is internal. Internal locus of dependence 
may be perceived as a negative input;— a liability— justifying the vic­
tim to incur costs. Here, the victim is seen as totally responsible 
for his own plight. Little help is given because the helper may al­
ready see a logical connection between the victim's fate and the fate 
he deserves (i.e., he brought it on himself). Derogation, however, may 
occur because asking for aid under such circumstances could violate the 
creditor's sense of justice. The victim may be perceived as trying to
^This is somewhat analogous to Homans' concept of distributive 
justice in which he suggests that individuals believe their rewards 
should be proportional to their costs, profits proportional to invest­
ments. When this fails to occur, they become angry. However, I am sug­
gesting a social creditor may intervene to prevent the victim from in­
curring unjustified costs. A helper may try to abort the potential in­
justice suffered by another for his own cognitive consistency.
62
unjustly increase his own rewards beyond what he deserves. Thus, dero­
gation under conditions of internal locus is not serving to reduce dis­
sonance for not helping the victim as suggested in Chapter II. It is 
simply a function of the helper perceiving the victim is attempting to 
get more than that to which he is entitled.
The above interpretations concerning the effect of the locus of
dependence support the logic behind the "just world" hypothesis:
The link between the person's private endeavor to deserve his 
desired outcomes and his concern with the fate of others in 
his environment is based, at least in part, on potential 
threats to his 'personal contract' . . . (One) type of threat 
derives from the contracts' dependence on an 'orderly' physi­
cal and social environment. In order to live by his 'con­
tract' the person must assume that if he does make the appro­
priate investments, his world is constructed so that the anti­
cipated outcomes will follow . . . Thus, if the person be­
comes aware that someone else who lives in and is vulnerable 
to the same environment has received undeserved suffering or 
failed to get what he deserved, the issue must arise as to 
• whether the person himself can trust his environment* The 
viability of his 'personal contract' becomes questionable. 
Obviously, then, to the extent that it is to the person's 
advantage to maintain his contract, he wrill be motivated to 
maintain and protect the belief that he lives in (or can 
create) an environment where each person's fate corresponds 
to what he deserves, or in other words, a "just world"
(Lemer, Miller and Holmes, 1976:136— emphasis in original).
The findings with respect to the effects of the degree of sever­
ity of a non-helping response on helping are mixed and cannot be sup­
ported on the basis of current literature. The one study found incor­
porating this variable into the research design manipulated the variable 
by varying the degree of physical handicap and results were inconsistent 
due to the use to two different experimenters (see Staub, 197U)• How­
ever, in the present work high degree of severity was seen as entitling 
the victim to help in both situations— though to a greater degree in 
the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law. Possibly a stronger
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manipulation of this variable in the vignettes concerning the students 
was needed (e.g., high severity: "I'm on probation and may flunk out").
Loss of scholarship may not appear as so devasting since the victim 
could, possibly, get a bank loan. That helping did take place, however, 
may be an indication that social creditors may act to cut a victim's 
losses in order to maintain some, as yet undefined, sense of justice. 
There may be certain consequences victims face which simply may exceed 
most potential helper's sense of fairness. This again fits in with the 
belief in a just world (e.g., "That shouldn't happen to a dog.").
Concerning the effects of degree of severity on derogation, a 
strong main effect was found in the situation dealing with the brothers- 
in-law; no effect was found in the situation dealing- with the students. 
Again, this may have been due to inadequate variable manipulation. 
Wanting to get a B may not be such low severity— at least to students 
serving as respondents. Possibly a manipulation such as "I'd like to 
get out of doing extra-credit work" would have been more appropriate 
and effective. Where derogation did occur it may have been due to a 
request violating the creditor's sense of fairness. Possibly one's 
helping efforts must be justified beyond the trivial.
The most striking difference in the findings emerge when one 
considers the results of norm evocation. This variable had a main 
effect on helping and derogation only in the vignette concerning the 
brothers-in-law. As stated in Chapter II, the literature does not offer 
adequate explanation of this finding. Possible explanations are offered 
below.
In the first place, there may have been inadequate manipulation 
of the variable in the situation d.ealing with the students. However, a
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great attempt was made to keep them consistent. In both situations the 
victim explicitly stated he probably would not be able to reciprocate 
for helping (norm of social responsibility) or would be able to do so 
(norm of reciprocity).
Secondly, the norms may operate differently in helping and 
charity situations. As stated in the Introduction, the vignette deal­
ing with the students clearly implies a helping situation (i.e., the 
giving of time) and the vignette dealing with the brothers-in-law is a 
charity situation (i.e., the giving of money). It was hoped to study 
the effects of variables which cut across both situations. Unfortun­
ately, the literature review did not locate a single study which in­
corporated the reciprocity and social responsibility norms to see their 
effect on helping and, at the same time, operationalized reciprocity as 
Gouldnerfs i960 formulation of the norm indicates it should be. All 
previous research places the subject in the role of social -debtor and 
include a third party to the interaction. After receiving help from 
someone, the subject is put in a position enabling him to "repay" this 
third party (see, for example, Greenglass, 1969).
There may be, in fact, more of a tendency to lend money to some­
one when one knows it will be repaid than when not and reciprocation 
may not affect the giving of time— at least reciprocation in kind.
Money can be recouped; time is forever gone.
The third alternative is that respondents, by virtue of their
social status as students, responded to the vignettes differently be-
2
cause they identified with one situation more. This may explain why 
_
Since vignettes were combined and distributed randomly, sub­
jects were not exposed to the same variable manipulations for the vi­
gnettes they read. Therefore, it was not possible to test statistical­
ly whether they responded differently to the manipulations in the vignettes.
the "impersonal" obligation to verbalize one’s ability to reciprocate 
had a greater impact in the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law. 
Granted, such differences were not found with the locus of dependence 
or degree of primariness variables. However, the effects of locus of 
dependence has been found to cut across situations and was equally 
strong in both vignettes. In addition, there is at least intuitive 
appeal to the notion that friends will be friends, so to speak. These 
variables may have simply transcended the specific situational content 
of the vignettes.
The difference of identification may offer insight into why 
anticipated reciprocation had little impact in the situation dealing 
with students. Respondents are probably more familiar with exchanges 
among students and may, in fact, derive rewards from them. As Blau 
states:
What exactly is it that enables a person to obtain social 
rewards from associates without incurring obligations to 
reciprocate? It is basically the fact that their actions 
that reward him are experienced by them not as a net cost 
but as a net gain, that is, sufficiently rewarding in them­
selves to motivate them to engage in these actions (Blau, 
196i+:102).
In the vignette concerning the students, student respondents may have 
perceived the social creditor as receiving intrinsic rewards (e.g., 
"This guy respects my abilities” or "I’m so much brighter than this 
guy") and deference. Under these conditions a social creditor may see 
no need for derogation.
Less identification and empathy probably occurred with the vi­
gnette concerning the brothers-in-law. Here, repayment was seen as a 
necessity. The commodity requested— money— is probably in shorter 
supply among college students than is a few hours to kill. This,
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combined with a possibly unfamiliar experience of being asked for money 
from someone other than a student, necessitated the promise of re­
payment. The only intrinsic reward respondents may have perceived as 
forthcoming in such a situation could have been along the lines of "I’m 
fulfilling a duty," Reciprocity under these conditions is the pre­
ferred state. Therefore, less help is offered when it is not antici­
pated and derogation occurs. Disapproval here is the result of the 
victim’s failure to discharge his perceived obligations.
Prom the above it could be hypothesized the difference in the 
effects of the variables may not be due to the helping vs. charity 
situations per se, but due to the respondents’ perceived rewards asso­
ciated with each. Had the social context of the vignettes been more 
similar possibly normative effects might have been found to be similar.
Further evidence that there may have been perceived subtle dif­
ferences between the vignettes is shown in the pattern of the two-way 
interaction effects. With one exception those in the vignette dealing 
with the students deal with the effect of the interpersonal variable, 
primariness, on a situational one; all those in the vignette dealing 
with the brothers-in-law deal with situational variables— none with 
primariness. For example, the interaction pattern in the students 
situation with norm evocation and primariness may indicate that the 
explicit verbalization of reciprocation violates a possible tacit 
understanding in friendship of the mutuality of exchanges. If such 
an understanding exists, respondents may not have identified it as 
such in an unfamiliar and distant situation.
When one considers the pattern of variance explained in each 
vignette by the independent variables, one noticeable similarity and
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two differences occur. As indicated in Chapter IV, in each vignette 
the locus variable is strongest in explaining derogation (though much 
more so in the vignette B) and ranks second in explaining helping. On 
both derogation and helping, however, primariness was much stronger in 
vignette A than B; severity was much stronger in B than in A. The 
interpersonal element in the situation concerning the students stands 
out while the situational one in the situation dealing with the brothers- 
in-law does.
As previously suggested, these differences could be indicative 
of an underlying tendency of respondents to identify with the circum­
stances in vignette A more than those in vignette B. This may have re­
sulted in the magnification of the situational aspect over interper­
sonal one in the situation in which they had little experience and of 
the interpersonal one over the situational ones in which they did have 
experience. This may also explain why the locus of dependence variable 
was so much stronger in the vignette concerning the brothers-in-law.
A more interesting question may concern what other factors 
might explain the variance more fully. One may be the sex of the helper. 
The present investigation did not control for sex, and there is some 
evidence females help more than males (i.e., respond to requests for 
help when few rewards are anticipated) although this is generally found 
when helping may threaten the helper's status (see, for example, Schop- 
ler and Bateson, 196^; Berkowitz, 1969; Willis and Goethals, 1973)*
Another important variable may be "perceived situational pay­
off." Gerger, Gerger and Miter (1972) suggest that individuals may re­
spond differently to various helping situations because they may per­
ceive different payoffs. They found, for example, a high proportion
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of individuals valueing "sensation seeking" would volunteer to partici­
pate in an experiment dealing with "unusual states of consciousness" 
but few would volunteer to donate time to help someone collate material. 
They suggest that it is necessary to consider the helping act in rela­
tion to the trait dispositions of the potential helper.
Other factors which have been found to influence helping are 
the experience of seeing someone being helped immediately prior to being
f
in a situation to help (i.e., models— see Macaulay, 1970; Test and 
Bryan, 1969; and Hornstein, 1968), the helper’s degree of choice in 
helping (see, for example, Horowitz, 1968) and the immediate prior mood 
state of the helper (see, for example, Isen, 1970; Isen and Levin, 1972; 
and Levin and Isen, 1975)•
Notwithstanding the differences discussed in the findings be­
tween the vignettes, it was found that, in both cases, the greater the 
perceived legitimacy of the victim's request and the greater the per­
ceived obligation to give assistance, the greater the assistance given. 
Legitimacy may justify one's efforts on behalf of another and obliga­
tion may impose a sense of duty, a pressure to act.
A post hoc analysis was performed to assess the amount of vari­
ance explained on obligation and legitimacy in the hopes of finding 
variables with similar impact on obligation and legitimacy shared by 
the vignettes. Results are shown in Table 5*1* Vignette A deals with 
the students; B deals with the brothers-in-law.
Again, primariness is stronger in A than in B and severity 
stronger in B than in A. The impact of the locus variable is similar 
in both vignettes. I am still, however, unable to explain the differ­
ences in the impact of the variables between the vignettes without
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some reference to an underlying tendency of the respondents to identify 
with them differently.
Methodological Limitations 
These interpretations are offered cautiously and must be tenu­
ous. They are offered with the limitations of the methodology fully in 
mind and a somewhat thin base of theoretical support from past investi­
gations. Four basic limitations are evident and are discussed below.
The first limitation of the present work is that it deals with 
peoples1 perceptions of prosocial norms— it is not a behavioral inves­
tigation. Lacking a behavioral study it is difficult to generalize 
these findings to how individuals may act under certain circumstances. 
However, the research may give insights into what the behavior may be 
and possibly why.
Because of the above limitation, the theoretical perspective, 
taken where appropriate, is restricted. The research design placed the 
respondent in the role of social creditor and, of necessity, the reasons 
proposed for the creditor's helping are somewhat one-sided. They are 
restricted to what the helper perceived the victim may have deserved in 
a static situation. Results may be quite different in realistic inter­
action situations or in a study in which the potential helper's costs 
and rewards for helping could be manipulated.
Secondly, the sample used in the present work was quite limited: 
mostly female and confined to a specific segment of the population.
The task given them (reading brief, somewhat unexciting passages) may 
have had little impact on them. The method provided a great amount of 
experimental control but may have lacked subject enthusiasm. In
addition, the interactants in the vignettes were male. Results may "be 
more indicative of perceived helping patterns of females helping males 
than of the patterns generally. Results with female interactants may 
have been different.
A third limitation was that no control category for the vari­
able manipulations was provided. Results must be reported in relative 
quantities (e.g., external locus is associated with more helping than 
is internal locus of control). A control condition would-allow one to 
judge, for example, whether external locus of dependence actually serves 
to increase helping or internal locus serves to decrease it.
Lastly, the vignettes used could— and possibly should— have 
been more consistent. Had the social context been more similar (e.g., 
both dealing with students or non-students) a possible source of con­
founding results may have been eliminated.
Summary and Conclusions 
Despite the methodological limitations cited in the previous 
section, the present work does support the findings of past investiga­
tions indicating the strength of the locus of dependence variable. It 
also indicates the potential fruitfulness of investigating the degree 
of primariness between the helper and the victim under various helping 
conditions. Degree of severity of the victim's plight and his ability 
to reciprocate may also influence the social creditor's decision to 
grant aid— at least under certain circumstances. Results also support 
previous indications that the degree of dependence of the victim on 
the helper may not be as powerful as initially believed.
Findings also suggest areas for future research. Most studies 
in helping do not incorporate a derogation variable. It remains to be
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seen to what degree these two are related— end to establish why they 
are.
Research testing the effects of reciprocation of favors on help­
ing should adhere more closely to Gouldner's I960 formulation of the 
reciprocity norm when analyzing the effects of past reciprocation and 
more research should be done to see the effects of the anticipation of 
reciprocation on helping.
The effects of locus of dependence seem quite consistent, and 
the implications for helping in realistic situations are very strong.
For example, an unpublished study by Bryan and Davenport was done to 
analyze the contributions to the New York Times 100 Neediest Cases. 
Researchers found that child abuse cases drew the greatest proportion 
of contributors; physical illness cases also received a large number 
of contributors. Cases involving psychological illness and "moral 
transgressions" received proportionately few contributors (cited in 
Berkowitz, 1972:10i|). In addition, Piliavin, Rodin and Piliavin (1969) 
found that help was more often given in a subway when someone was per­
ceived as being ill rather than drunk.
However, the locus of one’s dependence need not be so "black 
and white." As a variable, it need not be treated so polemically.
Several questions arise concerning the effects on helping when the locus 
of dependence is not so clear cut. For example, how would a helper 
respond when faced with an opportunity to donate money to a cause spon­
soring the employment for ex-convicts?— or an opportunity to help some­
one cross the street who is blind, but drunk? These "gray" issues 
should be investigated.
What is needed is a systematic investigation delineating the
effects of the above variables on helping situations and a coherent
theoretical framework explaining their impact. Research in the area of
helping is quite diverse as even a brief acquaintanceship with the
literature will show. Unfortunately, theory has proceeded on slower
grounds. Hendrick and Jones succinctly summed up the problem and its
needed resolution:
Thus, research continues. VJhat appears called for is a theo­
retical integration of the various findings and a more sophis­
ticated methodology for sorting out the various influences on 
socially responsible behavior (Hendrick and Jones, 1972:35>3).
APPENDIX
Impression Formation Questionnaire
7S
Your cooperation is requested in completing the following ques­
tionnaire. The purpose of the questionnaire is to gather information on 
how people form impressions of others. This is not a test. There are 
no right or wrong answers.
Following are two brief passages. In both, one person requests 
help from another person. Each passage is on a separate page and is 
followed by a series of questions. In answering these questions please 
circle the number on the scale indicating the degree to which one of the 
participants would feel about something.
Below is an example:
Josh and Paul are complete strangers. Paul walks up to 
Josh on the street and asks, "What time is it?"
To what degree would Josh feel relaxed about Paul's request? 
relaxed 7 & S h 3 2- 1 tense
If you feel the answer is very closely related to one end of the
scale, circle the 7 or the 1. For example, Josh would feel very relaxed
(7) or very tense (l).
If the answer is quite closely related to one end of the scale, 
circle the 6 or the 2, If it is somewhat related to one end of the
scale, circle the S> 0^ the 3* A indicates that the answer is neutral.
Please be sure to answer all questions and do not put more than 
one circle on a single scale.
Thank you very much. Your assistance in this project is appre­
ciated.
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Bob, a junior Biology major, has a 3*8 average on a J+.O scale. 
Mike, a junior English major, is an acquaintance of Bob who met Bob once 
at a party several months ago. To fulfill a college requirement Mike is 
taking Biology 101. Two days before the final Mike is worried and asks
Bob to tutor him for the exam. "Listen," he says, "I haven't done a
thing* in this course all semester and I'm in a jam, I've got to get a
B because my scholarship depends on it. Would you help me out for a
few hours tomorrow? I'll be sure to make it up to you somehow— you're 
the only one I know who can help."
2A
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A
Remember: Bob is a Biology major with a 3 .8 average.
l) Indicate on the following scales the qualities that Bob would see 
in Mike .
responsible 7 6 $ k 3 2 1 irresponsible
sincere 7 6 5 k 3 * 2 1 insincere
unt rus twor thy 7 6 5 b 3 2 1 trustworthy
serious 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 frivolous
likeable 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 unlikeable
lazy 7 6 5 u 3 2 1 industrious
2) To what degree would Bob feel that Mike is deserving of help?
undeserving 7 6 5 u 3 2 1 deserving
3) To what degree 
help Mike?
would Bob feel that he has a strong obligation to
strong 7 6 5 b 3 2 1 weak
1+) To what degree 
is legitimate?
would Bob feel that Mike' s reason for needing hel]
illegitimate 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 legitimate
5) To what degree would Bob have a strong desire to help Mike?
strong 7 6 5 h 3 2 1 weak
6) After hearing about Mike's plight, how favorably would Bob respond 
to Mike's request?
unfavorably 7 6 1 | 3  2 1 favorably
7) To what degree would Bob feel that Mike1s problem is commonplace?
commonplace 7 6 $ 1* 3 2 1 rare
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8) To what degree would Boh have a firm desire to help Mike?
firm 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 mild
9) To what degree would Boh feel Mike is entitled to help?
entitled 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 unentitled
10) To what degree would Boh feel that it was proper for Mike to ask 
him for help?
improper 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 proper
11) How suitable to Bob is Mike's reason for needing help?
suitable 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 unsuitable
12) To what degree would Bob feel he has a deep responsibility to help 
Mike?
deep 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 shallow
13) To what degree would Bob feel that Mike's problem is extraordinary?
ordinary 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 extraordinary
14) How helpfully would Bob react to Mike's problem?
helpfully 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 unhelpfully
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Marc, unemployed due to an injury on his job as a telephone com­
pany lineman, is broke and wants money to buy a tapedeck for his car.
He phones his brother-in-law, Tom, with whom he is good friends and re­
quests the necessary funds. He tells Tom truthfully that he’ll defin­
itely repay him and if Tom won’t give him the funds he can ask someone 
else.
15B
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Remember: Tom gets a phone call from Marc,
l) Indicate on the following scales the qualities that Tom would see 
in Marc.
responsible ■71 6 5 h 3 2 1 irresponsible
sincere 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 insincere
untrustworthy 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 trustworthy
serious 7 6 5 k 3 2 1 frivolous
likeable 7 6 5 h 3 2 1 unlikeable
lazy 7 6 5 h 3 2 1 industrious
2) To what degree would Tom feel that Marc is deserving of help?
undeserving 7 6 5 u 3 2 1 deserving
3) To what degree 
help Marc?
would Tom feel that he has a, strong obligation tc
strong 7 6 5 i* 3 2 1 weak
h) To what degree 
is legitimate?
would Tom feel that Marc's reason for needing hel
illegitimate 7 6 5 u 3 2 1 legitimate
5) To what degree would Tom have a strong desire to help Marc?
strong 7 6 5 h 3 2 1 weak
6) After hearing about Marc’s plight, how favorably would Tom respond 
to Marc's request?
unfavorably 7 6 f? 1+ 3 2 1 favorably
7) To what degree would Tom feel that Marc’s problem is commonplace? 
commonplace 7 6 5 U 3 2 1 rare
8) To what degree would Tom have
firm 1 6 $
9) To what degree would Tom feel
entitled 7 6 $
10) To what degree would Tom feel 
for help?
improper 1 6 $
11) How suitable to Tom is Marc’s
suitable 1 6 $
12) To what degree would Tom feel 
Marc?
deep 7 6 $
13) To what degree would Tom feel
ordinary 1 6 $
12+) How helpfully would Tom react 
helpfully 1 6 $
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a firm desire to help Marc?
1+ 3 2 1 mild
Marc is entitled to help? 
2 + 3 2 1  unentitled
that it was proper for Marc to ask him
2 + 3 2 1  proper
reason for needing help? 
ll 3 2 1 unsuitable
he has a deep responsibility to help
1 + 3 2 1  shallow
that Marc’s problem is extraordinary?
1+ 3 2 1 extraordinary
to Marc’s problem?
2 + 3 2 1  unhelpfully
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TABLE B.3
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES: 
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects lj.376.66 2 2188.33 18.02 .001
Norm 120.33 1 120.33 .99 .999
Prime 1+256.33 1 1+256.33 35.05 .001
Interaction
Norm X Prime 507.00 1 507.00 1+. 18 .01+0
Residual 22827.71 188 212.1+2
Total 27711.37 191 11+6.09
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY NORM EVOCATION
AND DEGREE OF PRIMARINESS
Degree of 
Primariness 
of
Relationship
Norm
Reciprocity Responsibility
High U3-8 3 U5.50
Low 37.67 32 .83
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TABLE B.1+
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES:
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DP
Mean
Square P Significance
Main Effects 6336.66 2 3168.33 28.1+8 .001
Locus 2080.33 1 2080.33 18.70 .001
Prime 1*256.33 1 1+2^ 6.33 38.25 .00l'
Interaction
Locus X Prime 1*56.33
■>± 1+56.33 l+.io .01*2
Residual 20918.38 188 ill. 27
Total 27711.37 191 11+5.09
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY LOCUS OP DEPEN­
DENCE AND DEGREE OP PRIMARINESS
Degree of 
Primariness 
of
Relationship
Locus of Dependence
Internal External
High 1+2.92 1+6.1+2
Low 30.1+2 1*0.08
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TABLE B.5
TV/O-WAY ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES:
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 2668.33 2 I33U.17 10.26 .001
Locus 2080.33 1 2080.33 15.99 .001
Severe 588.00 1 588.00 .033
Interaction
Locus X Severe 588.00 1 588.00 u .52 .033
Residual 21*55. OU 188 130.08
Total 27711.37 191 1U5.09
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY LOCUS OF DEPEN­
DENCE AND DEGREE OF SEVERITY
Degree of 
Severity of a 
Non-Help Response
Locus of Dependence
Internal External
High ho. 17 1*3.2S
Low 33.17 U3.25
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TABLE B.6
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES:
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects !|li32.66 2 2216.33 18.18 .001
Prime i+256.33 1 U2S6.33 31+. 92 .001
Depend 176.33 1 176.33 1.1+5 .228
Interaction
Prime X Depend 363.OO 1 363.00 2.98 .082
Residual 2291S.71 188 121.89
Total 27711.37 191 1.1+5.09
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY DEGREE OF PRI­
MARINESS AND DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE
Degree
of
Dependence
Degree of Primariness
High Low
High U2.25 37 .58
Low U5.08 32.92
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TABLE B.7
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES:
VIGNETTE B (brothers-in-l a w)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 2262.00 2 1131.00 6.98 .002
Norm 2187.00 1 . 2187.00 '12.72 .001
Depend 79.00 1 79.00 *kk .999
Interaction
Norm X Depend 709.33 1 709.33 1+.10 .0i|2
Residual 32316.31 188 171.90
Total 39283.69 191 184.73
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY NORM EVOCATION AND 
DEGREE OP DEPENDENCE
Degree
of
Dependence
Norm
Reciprocity Responsibility
High 33.83 30.92
Low 36. U2 25.83
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TABLE B.8
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR HELPING SCORES:
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 105>08.33 2 525]+. 16 1x0.79 .001
Norm 2187.00 1 2187.00 16.98 .001
Severe 8321.33 1 8321.33 614.60 .001
Interaction
Norm X Severe 960.33 1 960.33 14.39 .036
Residual 2l4.2iU.9B 188 128.80
Total 35283.6$ 191 1814.73
MEAN HELPING SCORES BY NORM EVOCATION 
AND DEGREE OF SEVERITY
Degree of 
Severity of a 
Non-help Response
Norm
Reciprocity Responsibility
High I4O.OO 36.67
Low 3 0 . 2 s 2 0 . 0 8
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TABLE B.9
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEROGATION SCORES:
VIGNETTE A (STUDENTS)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 1752.83 2 876.U2 10.79 .001
Norm .75 1 .75 .01 .999
Prime 1752.08 1 1752.08 21.57 .001
Interaction
Norm X Prime 356.75 1 396.75 1+. 88 .027
Residual 15268.03 188 81 .21
Total 171+17.62 191 91.19
MEAN DEROGATION SCORES BY NORM EVOCATION 
AND DEGREE OF PRIMARINESS
Degree of 
Primariness 
of
Relationship
Norm
Reciprocity Responsibility
High 27 .96 21*. 96
Low 31.12 33.88
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TABLE B.10
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEROGATION SCORES:
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square p Significance
Main Effects 8739.93 2 1+369.96 71.01+ .001
Norm 1*05.42 1 1+03.1+2 6.59 . 0 1 1
Locus 833U.50 1 8331+. 30 135.1+9 .001
Interaction
Norm X Locus 297.50 1 297.30 1+.81+
c—
 
C\J
0
•
Residual 11561*, 39 188 61.51
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
MEAN DEROGATION SCORES BY NORM EVOCATION 
AND LOCUS OF DEPENDENCE
Locus
of
Dependence
Norm
Reciprocity Responsibility
Internal 1*0.31 1+0 .7 3
External 21*. 65 3 0.01+
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TABLE B.ll
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEROGATION SCORES:
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 10020.76 2 5010.38 96.84 .001
Locus 833^.90 1 8334.50 161.09 .001
Severe 1686.26 1 1686.26 32.59 .001
Interaction
Locus X Severe 854.30 1 854.30 16.51 .001
Residual 9726.75 188 51.74
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
MEAN DEROGATION SCORES BY LOCUS OF DEPEN­
DENCE AND DEGREE OF SEVERITY
Degree of 
Severity of a 
Non-help Response
Locus of Dependence
Internal External
High 39 .67 22.27
Low 1+1 .38 32.1*2
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TABLE B. 12
THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEROGATION SCORES:
VIGNETTE B (BROTHERS-IN-LAW)
Source of 
Variation
Sum of 
Squares DF
Mean
Square F Significance
Main Effects 10714.61+ 3 3571.54 76.28 .001
Locus 8334.50 1 8334.50 178.00 .001
Prime 693.88 1 693.88 14.82 .001
Severe 1686.26 1 1686.26 36 .01 .001
2-Way Interactions 1085.73 3 361.91 7.73 .001
Locus X Prime 29.30 l 29.30 0.63 .999
Locus X Severe 854-30 1 854.30 18.24 .001
Prime X Severe 202.13 I 202.13 4.32 .037
3-Way Interactions
Locus X Prime X 
Severe 186.05 1 186.05 3.97 .045
Residual 8615.41 184 46.82
Total 20601.82 191 107.86
MEAN DEROGATION SCORES BY LOCUS OF DEPENDENCE, DEGREE OF SEVERITY
AND DEGREE OF PRIMARINESS
Degree of 
Severity of a 
Ncn-Help Response
Locus of Dependence
Internal External
High
Primariness
Low
Primariness
High
Primariness
Low
Primariness
High 37.33 42.00 18.75 25.79
Low 39.12 43.62 32.92 31 .92
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